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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
 
Student administrative systems swing between being decentralised or centralised with a 
number of benefits being put forward for each scenario, including economy, consistency, 
customer service and control. This study makes a comparison of these systems in 
English universities, particularly looking at the factors which influence the centralisation or 
decentralisation of student administration in order to identify the factors involved, so that 
informed decisions can be made by university management.  
 
The research was undertaken in two main phases: firstly a questionnaire survey of 
university registrars (the macro study) was carried out in order to identify the current 
structures and systems in place for student administration; secondly case studies of four 
universities were undertaken.  The latter mainly involved questionnaire surveys of 
academic and administrative staff at each institution, together with semi-structured 
interviews to chart the different student administrative systems and structures in place 
and obtain qualitative and quantitative data to assess them. 
 
From the results of the first survey, it was possible to assess the degree of the 
centralisation or decentralisation of the student administrative functions and cross-
reference the data to examine whether certain factors were influencing the design of 
these structures.  The results of this analysis are documented in Chapter 4, and it was 
noticeable that the majority of the respondents favoured the “midway” structure for 
student administration. 
 
Four universities were identified from the macro study to form the focus of more detailed 
case studies: one with a centralised student administration, one with a decentralised 
system, and two with hybrid systems.  Key administrative functions were examined 
closely to determine the effectiveness, efficiency and motivational influences involved for 
each case study university. The research concludes that a blanket centralisation or 
decentralisation of student administration does not maximise the resources and gain the 
optimum efficiency.  By being selective in which processes are centralised or 
decentralised, the university can gain in economy and also ensure a supportive 
infrastructure to enhance the student experience. 
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 
 
 
        
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
 At a conference at Staffordshire University, a researcher (MacBryde 1998) 
commented that, in her research into Business Process Re-engineering in 
university administration, responses varied from: 
 “We have found the answer to our problems - we have centralised all the 
administration.” 
to: 
 “We have found the answer to all our problems - we have decentralised our 
administration.”  
 
 These statements reflect the diversity of opinions on how universities structure their 
administrative systems which became increasingly apparent during the writer’s 
Master of Business Administration study into the management of structural change 
at the University of Derby (Glover 1994). This evoked questions such as: 
 
 Why are some universities centralising administrative services whilst others are 
decentralising? 
 
 Why are some universities spending £132 per student on administrative costs, whilst 
others apparently need £691 (see Appendix A - based on 1997/98 statistics) 
  
 Does a certain type of structure provide better motivation for administrative staff? 
  
 Does a certain type of structure cost less? 
 
 Does a certain type of structure provide a better service for students and 
academics? 
 
 Have current university structures arisen out of “tradition” and become embedded in 
inefficient and uneconomic practices? 
 
 Should administrative systems be remodelled around the requirements of 
computerised Student Record Systems? 
 
 There is potential in these questions for significant and novel research, but it is 
anticipated that a comparison of a selection of university administrative structures 
and systems across English Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) will allow 
identification of the factors which influence their design, and the effects on the 
services they provide. 
 
 To quote Wallace (HEFCE 2001, Foreword), “Student administration lies at the 
heart of an institution’s activities.” The need for research into university 
2 
 
management and efficiency was initially highlighted in the Jarratt Report (1985), in 
that, “... the report strongly recommended researchers and universities to read and 
encourage more special studies in this and neighbouring fields.”   A recent study in 
1998 concluded: 
“Staff believed that decisions were urgently needed on the structural balance within 
higher education institutions. Administrators, in particular, felt that '... universities 
can't decide whether to be centralised or not. They seem to be centralising 
everything and then there's a move to decentralise everything'. Most believed, in 
general, that '... there are some things you can decentralise and some that you 
shouldn't'. “ (National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education Report 4: 7.15) 
 
. According to Watson (1994:37), “Henry Mintzberg (1975) wrote of empirical 
research destroying what had been prevailing ‘myths’ about managerial work.” This 
research therefore aims to consider selected areas of student administration to 
discover the advantages and disadvantages of the different types of structure and 
in this way identify some of the unfounded ‘myths’ about centralisation or 
decentralisation of student administration. 
 
1.2 Boundaries of the Study 
 
 The administrative systems concerned in this research are those involved in student 
administration, that have been taken to comprise: 
Course/Programme administration 
 Admission/enrolment of students 
 Research student administration  
Examinations administration  
Student assignment/coursework collection 
 Student awards administration 
 Student records 
  
   
1.3 Aims of the Research 
 
 Firstly, the research seeks to identify, analyse and compare the factors which 
influence, and which are influenced by, the centralisation or decentralisation of 
student administrative systems. 
 
 Secondly, the research aims to contribute to the body of knowledge with regard to 
centralised and decentralised structures in university administration to allow better 
informed decisions to be made by university management. 
 
 The study seeks to answer the questions raised in 1.1, as far as is possible within 
the limitations of time and resources. 
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1.4 Research Design and Methodology 
 In considering epistemology, the wide remit of the research has to be taken into 
account, alongside the impossibility to make any type of organisational study under 
“controlled conditions”, as would be possible for example with medical or biological 
research.  As indicated in 1.1, the research includes empirical studies.  Scott 
(2000:12) points out that: 
 “For empiricists the epistemological given is deemed to represent reality; that is, 
epistemology and ontology are conflated. What is given to our senses, when our senses 
are cleansed of any preconception, constitutes the world as it is.” 
 
 Higher Education administration is a complex system (Thorley, 1998:viii). To put 
forward a paradigm using entirely qualitative or entirely quantitative data in a case 
study of such systems could bring misleading results.  Robson (1993:290) explains 
that a combination of research methods can be useful: 
 “There is no rule that says that only one method must be used in an investigation.  
Using more than one method in an investigation can have substantial advantages, 
even though it almost inevitably adds to the time investment required.  One important 
benefit of multiple methods is in the reduction of inappropriate certainty.” 
 
 Using multiple methods, or triangulation, can also enhance interpretability, especially 
in this type of comparative study where most of the information will be subjective, in 
that the people surveyed will have different perspectives: 
 
“Gender, social class, ethnic and racial divisions, lead us to different experiences 
and different values and interpretations – different ‘ways of seeing’ and ‘definitions of 
the situation’.”  (Wallace, 1996:13) 
 
 As pointed out by Robson (1993:291), “in a primarily quantitative study, the 
interpretation of statistical analyses may be enhanced by a qualitative narrative 
account.  Conversely, a qualitative account may be the major outcome of a study, but 
it can be enhanced by supportive quantitative evidence used to buttress and perhaps 
clarify the account.” 
 
 Taking these views into account, multiple research methods have been adopted to 
investigate university administrative systems, with both quantitative and qualitative 
primary data, as well as secondary data from official organisations (eg HESA, 
HEFCE) and university departments. 
 
 The research is in the form of a comparative study.  Pugh quoted in Johnson and 
Duberley (2000:42) highlighted five basic assumptions underpinning a similar type of 
study at Aston University by Pugh & Hickson. (1976) 
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“1. The need for comparative studies to distinguish problems specific to particular 
organizations from those common to all organizations. 
2. Meaningful comparisons require common standards for measurement. 
3. The nature of an organization will be influenced by its objectives and environments so 
these must be taken into account. 
4. Study of the work behaviour of individuals or groups should be related to the study of the 
characteristics of organizations in which the behaviour occurs. 
5. Studies of organizational processes of stability and change should be undertaken in 
relation to a framework of significant variables and relationships established through 
comparative study.” 
(Pugh, 1983:50) 
 
 These considerations are addressed in the methodology used for each stage of the 
research. 
 
 The research topic arises from curiosity as to why universities swing from centralising 
student administration to decentralising, and vice versa.  It was decided to pursue an 
inductive process for the first stage, examining the macro situation in universities, 
and identifying key issues from the resultant data.  The second stage of the research 
makes a more detailed comparison and examines these issues.  
 
 In this way, the key issues would be based on information arising from informed 
sources, and not representing any personal interests.  It seeks to avoid such 
criticisms as are discussed in May (1993), 
 
 “Whether the research is ‘pure’ or ‘applied’ in this sense, interests have guided our 
decisions before the research itself is conducted.  It cannot be maintained that research 
is a neutral recording instrument.  As a result, researchers should make their theories or 
hypotheses explicit and not hide behind the notion that facts can speak for themselves.  
This is not a situation from which researchers can escape for their interpretations are an 
inevitable part of the research process.”  
  (May, 1993:23) 
 
 Lester (1993:3b) gives a suggested paradigm for a comparative study, and this has 
been adapted as shown in Table 1:1 which gives an overview of the research 
methodology. 
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Table 1.1:  Paradigm for a Comparative Study of University Administrative 
Systems 
 
Stage Procedures 
 
Stage 1: 
The Macro 
Study 
 
Outline the background to the existing university systems. 
Review existing theories and methodologies 
Postal survey of English universities to determine the key 
factors, the current trends, the degree of centralisation 
and identify suitable universities for the study. 
 
 
Stage 2: 
Case Studies 
 
Introduce the central issues. 
Examine theories from Stage 1 by case studies of four 
university administrative systems. 
University Case Study A 
University Case Study B 
University Case Study C 
University Case Study D 
Compare and contrast A, B, C, and D, analysing the results 
 
 
Stage 3:  
Discussion and 
Analysis 
 
Conclusions regarding the issues identified in Stage 1. 
Discussion and analysis of significant issues 
Conclusion that rates the advantages and disadvantages of 
each structure. 
 
 
 The research therefore has two key parts:  
 the Macro Study 
 the Case Studies  
which are analysed and discussed in Stage 3.  The methodology will be detailed in 
the introduction to each part, but an outline is given below. 
 
1.4.1 Stage One: The Macro Study 
 As stated in 1.3, the first stage of the research was an inductive process to identify, 
analyse and compare the factors which influence, and which are influenced by, the 
centralisation or decentralisation of student administrative functions, and this 
identified the central issues for the second stage of the research.   
 
 In order to identify the factors and determine the nature of the survey, a preliminary 
investigation was undertaken.  Qualitative methods were used to draw out 
perspectives and opinions which could inform a more detailed macro study.   
 
 The preliminary investigation used the following methods: 
 semi-structured and ad hoc interviews with university administrative and 
academic staff; 
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 an examination of the historical background of higher education institutions in 
order to find factors which have influenced the design of administrative systems; 
 a review of documented research in associated areas; 
 attendance at relevant conferences and seminars. 
 
This research is documented in Chapters 2 and 3, which outline the background to 
existing university systems and review existing theories.  The results of this 
preliminary investigation were used to determine the methodology for the macro 
study, which is explained fully in Chapter 4.  At the end of the first stage of the 
research, it was possible to identify the issues which would be examined in Stage 2. 
 
1.4.2 Stage Two: University Case Studies 
 From the results of the macro study, four universities would be selected to compare 
student administrative systems in centralised and decentralised organisations. This 
would examine in more detail the factors and issues identified in Stage 1, and 
analyse the information gained.  The methodology for this stage is explained in 
detail in Chapter 5 together with a description of 4 mini-studies of university 
administrative systems.  The results from the case studies are developed in 
Chapters 6-9.  A comparison is made in Chapter 10. 
 
1.4.3 Stage Three:  Discussion and Analysis 
 This final stage will draw conclusions from each stage of the research, with 
discussion and analysis of the significant issues.  The advantages and 
disadvantages of each structure will be summarised in order to contribute to the 
body of knowledge with regard to centralised and decentralised structures in 
university administration to allow informed decisions to be made by university 
management in reviews of their student administrative systems. 
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CHAPTER 2: IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORICAL INFLUENCES 
 
 
 
 
2.1 Introduction to Universities in the United Kingdom 
 
 The way different universities have evolved has influenced the administrative 
structures and systems which exist today.  This was demonstrated in a presentation 
entitled “Monitoring Traditional Values” given by Peter Scott (Professor of 
Education, University of Leeds) at the AUA Conference at Bristol in 1995 (see 
section 2.2). 
 
 This section traces the history and development of HEIs, and highlights the events 
which have shaped higher education in the United Kingdom, in order to assist in 
determining whether the different origins have influenced the tendency to centralise 
or decentralise student administrative systems.  This will inform the questionnaire 
design which will be used in the survey for Stage 1 of the research, and will provide 
material for comparison in analysing the results of the survey. 
 
 The oldest universities, Oxford and Cambridge, are both “collegiate universities 
founded in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries within the monastic and scholastic 
traditions of the mediaeval Christian church.” (Shattock 1970a:2).  There is a 
correlation between the age of a university and the amount of research funding 
received.  For example, these two universities now attract the highest amounts of 
research funding in England: in 1997/8 (when Stage 1 of this research was 
undertaken) this amounted to £114,449,000 for Oxford and £99,986,000 for 
Cambridge (see Table 2.1).  
 
In Scotland, St Andrews, Glasgow and Aberdeen were founded by enactments from 
Rome in the fifteenth century, and Edinburgh in the late sixteenth century by the 
City fathers.   
 
 These stood alone until 1826 when the first civic University of London was 
established as a non-sectarian university, dispensing with the religious 
qualifications required by the older institutions, and it was incorporated by charter 
with King’s College in the Strand in 1836.  This was closely followed in 1837 by the 
second civic at Durham, and these two were “incrementally joined, during the first 
wave (1882-1909), by a number of ‘old’ civic universities, based within the urban 
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areas of Victorian Britain.” (Farnham, 1999:210))   These were in Birmingham, 
Bristol, Leeds, Liverpool, Manchester and Sheffield.  These universities “were 
essentially utilitarian in outlook, vocational and with strong local ties”. (Shattock 
1970a:3)  For example, in Leeds there was support from the Clothworkers 
Company; in Sheffield there are ties with the steel industry; and in Manchester with 
the woollen industry.  In each case, the industry associations have influenced the 
subjects offered, and in the post-war expansion of higher education, massive city 
centre site clearances were required to accommodate new academic buildings for 
these institutions. 
  
 The University of Wales was established in 1916, and between 1926 and 1957, six 
colleges which had been affiliated to the University of London became independent 
universities.  These were Reading (1926), Nottingham (1948), Southampton (1952), 
Hull (1954), Exeter (1955) and Leicester (1957).  These also grew in the post-war 
expansion achieving around 4,000 students by 1970, and they were all in residential 
areas away from city centres.  Following the findings of the Barlow Committee on 
Scientific Manpower, a wholly new institution, the University College of North 
Staffordshire was established in 1949, which became the University of Keele in 
1962. 
 
 The following figures illustrate the rate of post-war expansion in university education 
up to 1962. 
 Year   Number of students 
 1900     20,000 
 1924     42,000 
 1938     50,000 
 1954     82,000 
 1962   118,000 (Shattock 1970a:4) 
 
 In a review of full-time higher education under the chairmanship of Lord Robbins in 
1961, it was estimated that there would be a requirement for 560,000 students in 
higher education by 1980, 350,000 of which would be in universities.  As a result of 
this report, 9 new universities, plus the upgrading of 8 Colleges of Advanced 
Technology, were proposed.  These Colleges were created in 1956 and were 
directly funded by the Ministry of Education.   
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 In the 30 years from 1937 to 1967, the number of universities doubled in the UK 
from 21 to 43 universities. (Becher and Kogan 1980:41).  A further 15 universities 
were created between 1967 and 1992. 
 
 The number of students in Higher Education also continued to rise dramatically: 
 1972   602,000 
 1982   832,000 
 1992   1,444,000 (Scott 1995:22) 
    1997   Over 1.6 million (NCIHE 1997) 
 
 After the binary system of Higher Education was abandoned in 1992, 31 
polytechnics, five Scottish central institutions and two colleges of HE became 
universities, bringing the total up to 93.  The majority of these new universities had 
been under Local Education Authority (LEA) control, and their finance systems had 
been linked to the LEA systems. 
 
 As noted by Allen & Fifield (1999:1), “Expansion of higher education has led to a 
need for improved efficiency in administrative services, along with a greater range 
and flexibility in degree programmes than currently exists.” 
 
 The funding of Higher Education institutions has also changed: 
 
 Prior to 1889 - no Government funding 
 1919  - Universities Grants Council established (UGC) 
 1982  - Creation of the National Advisory Body (NAB) for Public  
      Sector HE 
 1988  - Polytechnics and Colleges Funding Council (PCFC) replaced 
     NAB 
   - Universities Funding Council (UFC) replaced UGC 
 1992  - Establishment of the Higher Education Funding Council for  
      England (HEFCE) with SHEFC (Scotland) and FCW (Wales) 
  
The 1988 Education Reform Act, which set up the PCFC and UFC, also weakened 
the tenure for university academics which had hitherto prevented their removal for 
economic or other managerial reasons. It also “provided the opportunity radically to 
reduce the participation of the local authorities in higher education” (Maclure 
1988:90).  The financial theme centred around cuts in recurrent funding for the 
universities, the CVCP’s emphasis on value for money and the need for 
accountability. (Pollitt 1990:75)  Price pointed out that when polytechnics moved 
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into the university sector, they came with handicaps:  “Their students are taught, 
pro rata, on half the budget accorded to their next door neighbour university.  But 
this very leanness has been turned to their advantage.  It remains a matter of some 
irritation to the universities that, in a decade when ‘value for money’ became a 
catchword, the polytechnics have gained (almost certainly ephemeral) popularity 
with Conservative Governments because they have been a convenient foil to 
squeeze university costs in the drive towards mass education.”  (Shattock 
1996:244) 
 
Peat Marwick McLintock (1990:3) pointed out that the Education Reform Act of 
1988, the Jarratt Report of 1985, the NAB Good Management Practice Report 
(1987) and the Review of the University Grants Committee (Crohan Report 1987) 
“can perhaps all be loosely described as bringing a more business-like style to 
higher education management in response to government wishes.” 
 
 The emphasis on funding cuts has continued with expected efficiency gains 
squeezing universities to such an extent that some have found themselves in 
financial difficulties (eg Lancaster (Thorley 1998:84) and Edinburgh (Thorley 
1998:63)).  Finegold et al (1992:1) pointed out that: 
 “Unless there are significant reforms – embracing among other issues those of 
courses and qualifications, student funding, research, and staffing discussed in this 
volume – there will be no successful transition to a mass system.” 
  
 The emphasis for Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) is therefore to maintain “the 
three ‘Es’ of efficiency, effectiveness and economy, by adopting private sector 
managerial techniques” (Allen & Fifield 1999:2) 
 
Funding has also been used as a mechanism to control the recruitment into subject 
areas, with penalties being exacted from universities who over- or under-recruited in 
certain subjects.   
 
 The Dearing Report (NCIHE, 1997) signalled an expansion of higher education 
“from its present capped level of 30% of 18 year olds, to something like 40% over 
the next ten years or so.  This was both for reasons of keeping up with other 
countries (a major theme of Dearing), and of ensuring that parental and student 
demand for university places, a main vehicle for upward social aspiration, was met.” 
(Rustin, 1998:325)  This expansion brings Britain into a mass system of higher 
education (Scott, 1998:38).  Jary and Parker define this: 
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“The models of the development of ‘mass’ HE advanced by both Trow and Clark 
identify the crucial threshold of ‘mass higher education’ as having been crossed 
when the age participation rate in HE exceeds 15% of the relevant age group. 
‘Universal mass higher education’ is achieved when access to HE becomes a 
generally realisable aspiration.” (Jary & Parker, 1998:5) 
 
 
 
2.2 Historical Influences on University Administration 
 Professor Peter Scott traced the evolutionary phases of university administrators in 
an address at the Association of University Administrator’s Conference in Bristol in 
1995.  Sections A and B below are taken directly from Professor Scott’s address.   
 
 He cited four phases, two for old universities and two for new universities, as 
follows: 
 
Quote 
A. Old Universities 
 a) Civil Service Model (to mid 70s) 
This had 3 main hierarchies:  the Faculty, the Registrar and the Bursar. 
 
The academic side valued status, esteem, formal decisions, whereas the Registrar 
valued functional principles.  The two sides were separate, and it was rare to move 
from one track to another, although academics did a lot of administration. 
 
The administrators were not managers - they were support.  They were not expected 
to be proactive, or manage in an active sense. 
 
b) Unified Administration (1980s) 
 This involved two main hierarchies, the Faculty and the Administration. 
 
 The Jarratt Report (CVCP 1985) on University management brought more emphasis 
on finance and estates.  Administrators began to get on a more equal footing with 
academics, becoming rivals.  Technical functions, eg finance, became more aware 
of university policies.  It raised the profile of administration, giving a more strategic, 
more active view of what university administration is about. 
 
 Three structures prevailed in these older universities: 
 1.  The Senior Management Team Model:  The Centre versus the Rest.  This had an 
enhanced strategic view, with mission, research profile, and an ability to take a broad view of 
what university policy should be.  It tended to reduce the role of the Registrar, who now 
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became a senior, subordinate member of the Directorate team.  A division opened up within 
the university. 
 
 2.  The Model of the late 1980s and 1990s:  There was an increase of hybrid 
admin/academic roles, eg Continuing Professional Development, Graduate Schemes, 
Research Support and Promotion, Intellectual Property, Franchising or Partner Institution 
links, Quality Audit, Staff Development.  These jobs mix up the qualities of academic and 
administrator, with combined skills required. 
 
 3.  Professor Scott’s Model for the Future:  The Reconfigured University:  This will be a 
loosely coupled organisation.  Theory relating to industrial organisations will also affect 
universities.  Departments may deal with the centre, but not necessarily - they may shop 
around.  It will be a volatile structure, with shifting relationships.  Cross-skilling will develop, 
with less permanence.  Categories, such as courses, programmes etc, will become 
problematical, whereas before they were constant. 
 
B New Universities 
 a) LEA Model - 1970s-1982  
 These former colleges or polytechnics were externally administered, with some 
administration done by the LEA, some by the university. 
 b) Directorate Model – National Advisory Board days - 1982-1988 
 Top heavy structures in management developed, with merging colleges making 
directorates quite large in some cases. 
 c) Third Stage - 1989-1992 
Administration has gained in importance in new universities.  New functions were 
added from the LEA’s administration departments, raising the status.  There was 
dissatisfaction with the management ability of some senior directorates.  While the 
institutions had been under the LEA, management could blame them, but once this 
changed, the emphasis was on the management ability of the directorate. 
d) Fourth Stage 1993-present 
 There has been a reconfiguration to be the same as the old universities, with 
relationships with other organisations given importance. 
Unquote 
 
  This overview of administrative system evolution by Professor Scott sets the 
background against which university systems have evolved, and evolution may 
prove to be a factor in the preference for centralised or decentralised structures.  
The above text was verified by Professor Scott as a true record of his address 
(Appendix C).  
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 ‘Traditionalism’ is considered by Trowler (1998:67) to be “rooted in a belief in the 
value of cultural and disciplinary heritage, of which academics are custodians, and 
hence is the ‘autonomous tradition’ (Burgess, 1977).  It is usually characterized by a 
form of elitism, justified in terms of the inherent difficulties of higher education study 
and the limited distribution of talent in society.”   Therefore one would expect that 
the older universities would adhere to the traditional faculty structure with a 
decentralised student administration. 
 
 In 1997, a National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education (part of the Dearing 
Committee’s review of higher education) noted that: 
“The changing approaches to learning and teaching discussed in Chapter 8 (eg 
modularisation, resource-based learning), have added to the workloads of non-
academic staff. … 
 
Our survey of academic staff indicated that stress levels were a significant 
consideration and it was the second most frequently cited reason for those staff 
seeking to leave higher education before the normal retirement age. There was a 
marked difference between pre-1992 and 1992 universities, however, with stress 
factors being of more concern to staff in the former.”  
(Ch 14.16-17) 
 
 The report found that the employment framework of all higher education staff, not 
just academics, needs to be addressed. In its Recommendation 50, the Committee 
recommended the appointment of an independent review of the framework for 
determining pay and conditions of service, and this has led to a restructuring of the 
employment framework in many institutions. 
 
2.3 Development of Management Information Systems 
 As mentioned in 2.1, the Funding Council has emphasised the need for 
accountability, especially since the 1988 Education Reform Act. This accountability 
has increased the use of computerised records, so that the huge quantity of 
statistics required by various Government agencies, such as HEFCE/ 
SHEFC/FCW/QAA and HESA (Higher Education Statistics Agency), can be 
satisfied.  This was a key feature of the  UK MAC (Management and Administrative 
Computing) initiative for which the University Grants Committee set aside around 
£18 million to establish MIS in universities.  “This aimed to improve the standard of 
information systems in higher education and was started by the UK University 
Grants Committee (the predecessor of the funding councils) in 1988.  The basic 
concept was to design a blueprint of core information needs which was broken 
down into six major applications. Universities were eventually organized into four 
co-operative families, formed around a common software development 
environment.” (Elkin & Law, 2000:66)   These families were: 
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 Powerhouse (subcontracted to Coulson Heron Associates (CHA)) 
 Ingres  
 Oracle-based Delphic 
 SECQUS 
 
Although there was some success, the initiative was generally considered to be a 
failure. The legacy for institutions with the unsuccessful systems has been several 
years of trying to cope with inadequate record bases. “Some universities pulled out 
completely, some have gone back to basics and started again, whilst others are still 
attempting to implement systems which derive from their original ‘MAC’ objectives.” 
(Elkin & Law, 2000:66)  There were however some benefits for individual 
universities, which were summarised by Baumber and Mullarvey (2000:110) as 
follows: 
 a greater appreciation at both senior managerial and academic levels of the 
importance of administrative computing; 
 awareness of the substantial costs that need to be invested in its development; 
 awareness of the need for professional management of integrated MIS projects; 
 the establishment of collaborative links and networks; 
 a learning exercise which demonstrates the complexity of, and time needed to 
implement effectively, administrative computing systems. 
 
More recently, since “the early 1990s, the Joint Information Systems Committee 
(JISC) has been investigating the use of information strategies within higher 
education institutions.” (Hughes, 2000:7)  One of the findings from these 
investigations is that: 
 “The development of an information strategy requires therefore both a top-down and 
bottom-up approach and the involvement of staff across the whole spectrum of the 
work of the institution.  It is therefore essential that administration is involved in 
information strategy development.” (Hughes, 2000:13) 
 
The UK Value for Money Steering Group (HEFCE 2001, Pt 1.3) found that “The 
acquisition of suitable management information systems (MIS) is the greatest 
problem facing institutions in the area of student administration” and could not 
identify one single system which would meet the needs of all institutions. 
 
2.4 Findings 
 The reputation of a university is greatly enhanced when it can show a long history 
of research. The older universities have had the opportunity to build up large 
research bases and the amount of research funding attracted by the institution 
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means that they have a far greater total income than new universities.  This long 
history has not only given a wider funding base, but has also perpetuated traditions 
arising from their origins, with a culture of ceremony and hierarchy. 
 
 The newer universities (post 1992) were formerly polytechnics or higher education 
colleges, and they are in the early stages of building up their research reputations.  
They rely for a large part of their income on student recruitment, and do not have 
the financial ‘cushion’ provided by allowances for overheads in research grants or 
endowments. 
 
 Table 2.1 lists the English universities which will be surveyed in this research, 
together with the date on which they achieved university status, and their income in 
1995/6. The University of London has been excluded from this because it differs 
significantly in its composition. This list will form a basis for comparative analysis 
with the questionnaire responses for Stage 1. 
 
One possibility, which will be tested by the questionnaire survey in Stage 1, is that 
the newer universities will tend towards a centralised structure because their lower 
funding base will force them to consider the theoretical economies of scale from 
this type of structure and therefore reduce overheads.  Another possible factor 
arises from the traditions of older universities, where it is usual to have a faculty-
based structure with academics undertaking a lot of the administration, particularly 
for admissions and the preparation of marks for Assessment Boards.  In this case it 
is expected that older universities will tend to have a decentralised student 
administration, because they will adhere to tradition with the faculty structure and a 
faculty administrative office.  The newer universities, previously administered to 
some extent by the Local Education Authorities (LEAs), have had to set up systems 
to cope with the transition to self-management.  They may have employed business 
process re-engineering to find the most effective and efficient structure, and this will 
also be examined in the questionnaire survey. 
 
A further factor which will be considered is the rapid increase in the number of 
students, changing a selective education system to a mass education system (Ford 
et al (1996:8). This has given increased importance to Management Information 
Systems with the MAC initiative described in section 2.3.  The need to ensure the 
accuracy of the data may give a tendency towards centralisation with the belief that 
this will give more control to trained experts, rather than trusting the faculty or school 
staff to maintain the records.
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Table 2.1: Income Received by each Institution by Source 1997/98 
E ish Universities £ Thousands 
Endowmt 
 Academic Other income & 
Funding fees & Research Other general interest Date of 
council support grants & services operating receivabl University 
 grants grants contracts rendered income e Total income Status 
Adapted from Table 1, Higher Education Statistics Agency Limited tables produced 1999 
Anglia Polytechnic University 
Aston University 
The University of Bath 
The University of Birmingham 
Bournemouth University 
The University of Bradford 
The University of Brighton 
The University of Bristol 
Brunel University 
The University of Cambridge 
The University of Central England in Birmingham 
The University of Central Lancashire 
City University 
Coventry University 
De Montfort University 
University of Derby 
University of Durham 
The University of East Anglia 
The University of East London 
The University of Essex 
The University of Exeter 
The University of Greenwich 
University of Hertfordshire 
The University of Huddersfield 
The University of Hull 
The University of Keele 
The University of Kent at Canterbury 
Kingston University 
The University of Lancaster 
Leeds Metropolitan University 
The University of Leeds 
The University of Leicester 
The University of Lincolnshire and Humberside 
Liverpool John Moores University 
The University of Liverpool 
London Guildhall University 
Loughborough University 
University of Luton 
The University of Manchester Institute of Science & Tect 
The Manchester Metropolitan University 
The Victoria University of Manchester 
Middlesex University 
The University of Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
The University of North London 
The University of Northumbria at Newcastle 
The Nottingham Trent University 
The University of Nottingham 
Oxford Brookes University 
The University of Oxford 
The University of Plymouth 
The University of Portsmouth 
The University of Reading 
The University of Salford 
Sheffield Hallam University 
The University of Sheffield 
South Bank University 
The University of Southampton 
Staffordshire University 
The University of Sunderland 
The University of Surrey 
The University of Sussex 
The University of Teesside 
Thames Valley University 
The University of Warwick 
University of the West of England, Bristol 
The University of Westminster 
The University of Wolverhampton 
The University of York 
29956 25176 1090 1404 9712 1295 68633 
16678 9425 3708 2096 7404 1544 40855 
27941 14735 13537 5077 8914 2169 72373 
73485 47209 48589 10040 36374 8698 224395 
17004 17272 626 1306 3467 231 39906 
24380 22476 6283 2564 7825 732 64260 
30844 24608 2034 2661 6710 1623 68480 
57851 30544 40277 9139 23142 3640 164593 
32346 21467 8266 3223 9915 1473 76690 
87506 4236799986 8350 21861 32927 292997 
37295 20559 1157 10707 8380 395 78493 
35233 17646 1197 1901 16147 1137 73261 
19118 34259 4910 1876 8549 2354 71066 
36453 25992 1514 2678 8361 2447 77445 
58164 32341 4120 5905 7734 1141 109405 
21467 15190 1015 1499 6201 1209 46581 
37255 20738 17614 3895 17881 1408 98791 
26982 19632 12180 1763 11082 1360 72999 
28934 17356 969 1581 6127 426 55393 
17782 14043 8454 511 10128 1610 52528 
30964 18108 8622 1751 17918 1243 78606 
41054 25959 10273 15978 9368 1064 103696 
37479 31808 3302 5671 11601 1123 90984 
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CHAPTER 3: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
 
 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 This literature review seeks to compare previously published work on 
organisational structures that may apply within the university context, and other 
considerations which would affect administrative staff, efficiency and 
effectiveness.   
 
 For this reason the reviewed literature was divided into the following areas: 
 Organisational Studies: By examining existing theories in organisational design, 
it will be possible to relate these to types of administrative structure encountered 
in the research. 
 Management Theory relating to motivation and job design:  One of the 
questions raised in 1.1 related to the effects of certain structure on motivation, and 
a review of motivational literature and job design theory will assist in studies of this 
factor. 
 Management Information Systems:  With the growing influence of student 
record systems in university administration, it is important to consider the effects 
of these on administrative structures when considering whether processes should 
be centrally or divisionally administered. 
 Studies of Higher Education Administration: This area will reveal any previous 
studies of administrative systems for universities or similar institutions, and will 
identify further factors which influence these structures. 
  
3.2 Organisation Studies 
 Within the context of educational establishments, it is convenient to consider two 
organisational considerations: 
 1. Reporting relationships and the delegation of authority; 
 2. The grouping of individuals in sections or departments. 
 
3.2.1 Reporting Relationships and Delegation of Authority 
 Management structures can be plotted between two extremes which were 
identified by Burns & Stalker in 1961 (quoted in Goffee & Scase 1995:62) as 
1.  ‘Mechanistic’ - entailing detailed job descriptions, hierarchies, rules and 
procedures - most effective “where the work process can be readily  
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 subdivided into repetitive, routine tasks and the market situation is 
characterised by a relatively high degree of stability.” 
2.  ‘Organic’ - broadly delineated procedures, continual redefinition of tasks, 
subordinates with a considerable degree of autonomy and lateral 
communication. 
 
 The mechanistic approach is associated with the 1960s/1970s, and is functional, 
centralised, bureaucratic, with formal communication and decision-making by 
rational analysis.  The organic approach is more modern according to Daft (Daft 
1992:20), although Burns & Stalker identified this in 1961, and it is associated with 
teams, decentralisation, face-to-face communication and decision-making by trial 
and error.  
 
 The traditional university structure, which has been documented by Fielden & 
Lockwood (1973), follows the mechanistic approach to a large extent and has 
many of the characteristics of Weber’s “monocratic type of bureaucratic 
administration”, which Weber (1952) considered “superior to any other form in 
precision, in stability, in the stringency of its discipline, and in its reliability.”  
Morphet, Johns & Reller (1982:74) define this concept of organisation and 
administration as a “pyramidal, hierarchical organization structure, in which all 
power for making decisions flows from superordinates to subordinates”.  A 
summary of key features for the traditional monocratic bureaucracy (from a 
description by Abbott quoted in Morphet et al (1982:74)) is: 
 
 Division of labour with official duties allowing a high degree of specialisation; 
 An office hierarchy with graded authority; 
 Control by general rules and standards; 
 A spirit of formalistic impersonality ensuring rationality in decision-making; 
 Employment is based on technical competence and constitutes a career. 
 
 Perrow (1970) demonstrated that, although bureaucratisation produces efficiency, 
it is also associated with inflexibility which can be a great disadvantage.  Child 
(1984:8) also comments on its “inability to innovate, its demotivating effects on 
employees and its secrecy.” However, “The nonbureaucratic organisation loses 
economies of scale, sacrifices the advantages of specialisation in personnel, 
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programs, and equipment, incurs great costs from lack of co-ordination, and runs 
the risk of inadequate and untimely accounting information.” (Perrow 1970:64)   
 
Perrow is also quoted as saying that “Bureaucracy has become a means, both in 
capitalist and noncapitalist countries, of centralizing power in society and 
legitimating or disguising that  centralization.” (Perrow quoted in Czarniawska-
Joerges 1992:19) 
 
 The pluralistic, collegial concept of organization is described by Morphet et al 
(1982:79) as a “modification of the monocratic, bureaucratic concept, providing for 
a pluralistic sharing of power to make policy and program decisions on a collegial 
basis.”  They cite this structure as being one found in many leading colleges and 
universities in the UK, with the distinctive features that it 
 
 “(1) emphasizes academic freedom, scholarship, and the dignity of the individual, 
(2) provides that the faculty, and not the administrative hierarchy, shall make major 
policy and program decision, and (3) pays distinguished professors salaries as high 
or higher than those of persons holding positions in the administrative hierarchy.”
  
 
 and they list underlying assumptions for the pluralistic collegial concept as 
including: 
 - potentially, leadership can be widely dispersed throughout the organisation; 
 - good human relations are essential to group production; 
 - responsibility, as well as power and authority, can be shared; 
 - staff participate in decision-making, leading to unity of purpose. 
 
 Evaluation in the collegial concept is usually a group responsibility (Morphet et al 
1982:82), and yet in Weber’s bureaucracy, evaluation is the prerogative of 
superordinates (Morphet et al 1982:78). 
 
 This collegial structure may be found in such universities as Oxford and 
Cambridge.  Newer universities have also tended to divide into faculties, schools 
or departments.  However in considering university structure, the distinction 
between the academic and the administrative organisations has to be recognised 
in order to analyse the structure, because these usually follow different 
coordinating mechanisms.  The traditional academic system could be related to 
Mintzberg’s ‘Professional Bureaucracy’ (Goffee & Scase 1995:xiv)
 
which has: 
 
 
20 
 
 
 
 
 
 “Standardisation of skills, where, in the absence of precise or widely 
acceptable work or output standards, tasks are less directly co-ordinated 
through the internalised skills and knowledge of highly trained employees.” 
 
 whereas the administrative system is closer to the ‘Machine Bureaucracy’, ie 
 “Standardisation of work, where tasks are tightly pre-specified in work 
rules and procedures and/or mechanised production processes.” 
 
 Mintzberg’s other organizational forms are: 
 “Mutual adjustment, where a pattern of co-ordination and communication 
unfolds informally as the work proceeds.” [Adhocracy] 
 
 “Direct supervision,  where one person issues instructions to others and 
monitors their actions.” [Simple Structure] 
 
 “Standardisation of outputs, where work outcomes or results are specified 
through various performance measures.” [Divisional Form] 
 
 The traditional university organisation structure has evolved over many years, with 
titles such as “Chancellor” and “Registrar” which may not bear much resemblance 
to the present-day duties of those individuals.  Since the Fender Report (1993), 
there have been moves to update the traditional university system towards a more 
open culture of teams, external focus and empowerment, with a flatter 
configuration.  Miller (quoted in Farnham 1999:17) lists recent suggestions: 
“Various models of university management have been proposed…. These are: the 
‘organised anarchy’, ‘garbage can’, ‘loose-coupled’, ‘bureaucracy’, ‘rational’, 
collegiality’, ‘political systems’, ‘interactionist’, ‘the liberal university’, ‘the research 
university’, ‘the multiuniversity’, ‘the people’s university’ and ‘complete mess-up’ 
models.”  However on the basis of British-based research, Bargh et al conclude 
that: “The university has become a complex institution within which different 
organizational models coexist, often uneasily.” (quoted in Farnham 1999:17) 
 
According to Galbraith (1977:3), organisations are “(1) composed of people and 
groups of people (2) in order to achieve some shared purpose (3) through a 
division of labor (4) integrated by information-based decision processes (5) 
continuously through time.”   Organisation design involves bringing these factors 
together with the choice of strategy, ie searching for a ‘fit’ between strategy, 
method of organisation and integration of individuals (Galbraith 1977:5).   
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 Galbraith put forward arguments to the effect that the mode of organisation 
chosen depends “on the type of uncertainty and the relative costs of the 
alternative modes. (Galbraith 1977:36)   
 “As the task uncertainty increases, the volume of information from the points of 
action to points of decision making overload the hierarchy.  In this situation, it 
becomes more efficient to bring the points of decision down to the points of action 
where the information exists.” (Galbraith 1977:44) 
 
  Galbraith quotes Child’s suggestion that “there are two strategies of control, a 
personal centralized one and a decentralized bureaucratic one, and that size 
determines which is more appropriate.” (Child 1972, quoted in Galbraith 1977:40), 
and advises that design choices about centralisation must be made alongside 
choices about departmentalisation, to avoid the problems of fragmented, non-
coordinated decisions in a decentralised structure. (Galbraith 1977:19)  This can 
be considered alongside the view by Daft (1992:158), that “Decentralization 
represents a paradox because, in the perfect bureaucracy, all decisions would be 
made by the top administrator, who would have perfect control.  However, as an 
organization grows larger and has more people and departments, decisions 
cannot be passed to the top, or senior managers would be overloaded.”  This is 
done by making many rules which define boundaries within which decisions can 
be made. 
 
 The gains from retaining authority centrally are summarised by O’Shaughnessy 
(1976:59) as economies of scale, co-ordination (eg large scale advertising) and 
nature of activity (eg negotiations with unions).  Possible losses from this are that 
“local management is reduced to doing little more than maintaining an existing 
machinery, all changes being authorized by others” and the possibility of delays in 
decision making.  O’Shaughnessy also notes that centralisation is more 
advantageous when the divisions within an organisation have many similar 
features such as resource and marketing requirements, outputs and inputs, 
objectives etc. 
 
 Hammer and Champy (1995:29) have found that “fragmented organizations 
display appalling economies of scale” which show up not in direct labour but in 
overhead.  They point out that the number of management staff required for task-
oriented work processes multiplies as demand grows.  They also echo Perrow and 
Child by stating “classical business structures that specialize work and fragment 
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processes are self-perpetuating because they stifle innovation and creativity in an 
organization.” 
 
Within a decentralised, departmentalised structure, the organisation has the 
advantages of decisions made at the point of action without the fragmentation of 
decision-making.  In ‘confederate’ structures, firms operate as separate profit 
centres, but these also have  problems with tensions associated with 
centralisation and decentralisation (Goffee & Scase 1995:50) 
 “How and according to what procedures is performance of the separate units to be 
monitored?  How much autonomy are they to have in the pursuit of their own 
growth strategies?  To what extent are the separate strategies likely to weaken the 
synergy of the business as a whole?”  They also point out that there can be 
problems of communication, information flows and decision-making in these 
structures (Goffee & Scase 1995:51). 
 
 In the professional services organization, Goffee and Scase state that 
“Standardisation of service must be combined with professional autonomy and 
extensive decentralisation.  In a sense, professional organisations can never be 
more than loosely integrated in structural and cultural terms; attempts to import 
managerial approaches from elsewhere seem destined to fail.” (Goffee & Scase 
1995:138)  They have found that “cultures of consent” are effective in this type of 
organisation, and they list eight problems encountered: 
 
 “1. Influencing standards amongst those who effectively train themselves. 
 2. Coping with poor performance when professionals have tenure. 
  3. Developing managerial and administrative skills amongst those regarding 
such work as unimportant. 
 4. Encouraging organisational involvement when professional careers 
 demand mobility. 
 5. Co-ordinating individuals who enjoy high levels of autonomy. 
 6. Exercising control within informal loose structures. 
 7. Determining duties and responsibilities through processes of mutual  
  adjustment. 
  8. Nurturing collective identification amongst individualistic professionals.” 
(Goffee & Scase 1995:139-140) 
 
 In a traditional university structure, these problems would be associated with the 
academic structure (the ‘Professional Bureaucracy’).  In particular, item 3 above 
has been a long-standing problem.  The administrative structure, the ‘Machine 
Bureaucracy’, has different requirements.   According to Jordan (1994:71),  “In the 
machine version, organisations exist to implement goals established by political or 
other leaders.  The organisation is the means to attain specified goals.”  
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3.2.2 Grouping 
 Mintzberg (1979, quoted in Daft (1992:477) listed five basic parts of an 
organisation: 
  Top management 
  Middle management 
  Technical core 
  Technical support staff 
  Administrative support staff 
 
 Most texts on organisation, for example Child (1984:88-99) and Daft (1992:189-
90) give the following options for grouping these: 
 a)  Activity Groupings: by function, work process, knowledge, skills or  
  disciplines; (Functional Form) 
 b) Output Groupings: by product, service, project, profit centre;  
  (Divisional Form) 
 c) User/Customer Grouping: by geography, user/customer, market  
  segment; (Divisional Form) 
 d) Matrix or Hybrid formation (or Multidivisional form). (Mixed  
  structures) 
  
 The functional form of structure is usually adopted when a company begins to 
employ over 20-30 staff, especially if one product range is involved.  It has the 
advantages of being economical on managerial manpower, with co-ordination by 
top management (Child, 1984:88-89).   Disadvantages include a slow response 
time on multifunctional problems, and there may be delays for decisions from the 
top management. (Bartol & Martin, 1991:372) 
 
 In the divisional structure, staff are grouped according to products, services, or 
markets.  Advantages with this structure are the strong orientation to customers 
requirements, fast response to environmental change and simplified coordination 
across functions.  Disadvantages are that resources are duplicated in each 
function and a reduction of in-depth expertise. (Bartol & Martin 1991:376). 
 
  Williamson (1985, quoted in Barney & Hesterley 1996:120) argues that “as 
functionally organized firms (U-forms) expand in size and diversity, it becomes 
increasingly difficult for the top managers to deal with the myriad of operating 
problems faced by the company” and also to assign responsibility for successes 
or failures.  He recommends the “M-form” (Multidivisional form) to overcome these 
problems, as shown in Figure 3.1 below.
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Figure 3.1: Typical multidivisional (M-form) structure (adapted from Clegg 
et al (1996:121)  
 
 
 
                         [Table removed for copyright reasons] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Bartol & Martin (1991:377) give the advantages of the hybrid or multidivisional 
structure as including the alignment of corporate and divisional goals, functional 
expertise and/or efficiency, together with adaptability and flexibility in divisions.  
Disadvantages are that it promotes conflicts between corporate departments and 
divisions, it has an excessive administrative overhead, and a slow response to 
exceptional situations. 
 
 The matrix structure is “A structure that superimposes a horizontal set of divisional 
reporting relationships onto a hierarchical functional structure.” (Bartol & Martin 
1991:379).  A typical matrix organization structure is shown in Figure 3.2 below: 
 
 Figure 3.2:  Example of a matrix structure 
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As shown in the above figure, the matrix structure has vertical lines of 
communication, possibly within subject or product groupings, which are overlaid 
laterally with functional lines of communication.  Although the matrix structure is 
designed to preserve flexibility, with the ability to respond quickly to changes in the 
environment, it can be a difficult structure to work within especially because of the 
dual reporting relationships.  Child (1984:101) gives an explanation of the argument 
for matrix structures, in that “... they are trying to optimize two potentially conflicting 
benefits.  First, they attempt to retain the economic operation and development of 
technical capability associated with the functional grouping of common human 
resources.  Second, they attempt to co-ordinate those resources in a way that 
applies them effectively to different organizational outputs - products or 
programmes. ... The matrix structure offers a means of balancing the different pulls 
of resource and demand criteria in conditions where neither a purely functional nor 
a purely product structure is suitable.” 
 
Turner pointed out how organisations keep changing their structure to follow the 
latest fashion: 
“In large organisations during the 1990s, organisational design seemed to ebb and 
flow with the tides of academic fashion or environmental change – one year 
centralised, the next strategic business unit decentralised; one-day re-engineered, 
the next re-processed; one day project-based, the next product-based … 
Mintzberg’s solution was to be both ‘Porterian’ and ‘Peterian’ (Mintzberg, 1991).  In 
some respects that is exactly what most organisations are like today: a dynamic 
mixture of chaotic design, start-up and innovation on the one hand, and a structured 
systematic process-driven functionality on the other.” (Turner, 2002:180) 
 
3.3 Management Theory 
 The areas of management theory which link with this research are: 
 motivation 
 job design. 
 
3.3.1 Motivation 
 The writing on motivation is extensive, and Bartol and Martin (1991:446) summarise 
the key theories as follows: 
  
Needs 
 Hierarchy of needs theory (Maslow) - five levels of needs 
 ERG theory (Alderfer) - three levels of individual needs re existence, 
relatedness and growth 
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 Two-factor theory (Herzberg) - hygiene factors and motivators 
 Acquired needs theory (McClelland) - needs are acquired or learned on the 
basis of our life experiences. 
 
Cognitive Activities 
  Expectancy theory (Vroom) - issues considered before effort is made 
  Equity theory (Adams) - re balance of inputs and outcomes 
 Goal setting theory (Locke and Latham) - establishing goals throughout the 
organisation 
 
 Rewards/Reinforcements 
  Reinforcement theory (Skinner) - recognising effort and results 
 Social learning theory (Bandura) - learning occurs through the continuous 
reciprocal interaction of behaviours. 
 
 Handy (1993:31) confirms the above summary, but uses different terminology: 
 “Satisfaction Theories: The assumption here is that a satisfied 
worker is a productive worker. 
 Incentive Theories: The assumption of these theories is based on 
the principle of reinforcement, what might crudely be called the ‘carrot’ 
approach.  Individuals will work harder given specific reward or 
encouragement for good performance. 
 Intrinsic Theories: Man is not an animal, say these theorists.  He will 
work best if given a worthwhile job and allowed to get on with it.  The 
reward will come from the satisfaction in the work itself.” 
 
 Lawson & Shen (1998:139) point out that “Deci … found that when people were 
given money (extrinsive motivation) for doing things they enjoyed (intrinsic 
motivation), they lost interest faster than when they were not rewarded. … when 
people are paid for doing something they enjoy, they perceive that their 
involvement is under the control of external forces, rather than freely chosen, which 
suggests that intrinsic motivation is based on the need for self-determination 
(choice) and competence (personal efficacy).”  Although this view has been 
criticised, it is argued that “choice appears to be an important moderator of flow, 
which is the affective or experiential side, compared to the behaviour or 
performance side of the motivational coin.” (Lawson & Shen 1998:139)   
27 
 
 
 
However, in considering motivation encouraged by structure, the most relevant of 
these theories is found within Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, and in particular the self-
actualization needs (ie challenging projects, opportunities for innovation and 
creativity, and training) and esteem needs (important projects, recognition etc).  
Alderfer’s “growth needs” relate closely to these, and Bartol and Martin describe 
these as “needs that impel creativity and innovation, along with the desire to have a 
productive impact on our surroundings.” (1991: 449) 
 
 In McClelland’s theories, the need for achievement was a central theme, ie “the 
desire to accomplish challenging tasks and achieve a standard of excellence in 
one’s work.” (Bartol & Martin 1991:453).  The need for power, ie “the desire to 
influence others and control one’s environment” (Bartol & Martin 1991:454) is also 
seen as an important motivator, and one which will be affected by the 
organisation’s decision-making structure. 
 
 In considering job design within centralised and decentralised structures, it is not 
only motivating factors which need to be examined.  It is also necessary to consider 
what aspects of a job may demotivate staff.  This may not simply be a matter of the 
lack of the motivating factors mentioned above, although this obviously has an 
influence.  Herzberg (quoted in Lawson & Shen 1998:122) “argued that inadequate 
policies, salaries, and other ‘hygiene factors’ yielded dissatisfaction and adequate 
policies eliminated dissatisfaction (negativity or whining), but only the motivator 
factors directly influenced motivation beyond the psychological neutral level (the 
absence of whining).”  The hygiene factors which can cause dissatisfaction involve 
mainly the work environment (such as working conditions and supervision) (Bartol & 
Martin 1991:452). 
 
 Drucker (1989a:159) points out the importance of integrity, particularly in 
supervisors/managers.  “For it is character through which leadership is exercised; it 
is character that sets the example and is imitated.  Character is not something 
managers can acquire; if they do not bring it to the job they will never have it. … A 
person’s co-workers, especially the subordinates, know in a few weeks whether he 
or she has integrity or not.  They may forgive a great deal; incompetence, 
ignorance, insecurity or bad manners. But they will not forgive a lack of integrity.  
Nor will they forgive higher management for choosing such a person.”  Having to 
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work for or with someone you cannot respect is often a source of demotivation or 
low morale, as identified in Herzberg’s hygiene factors above.  
 
In order to achieve economies of scale, there are often tendencies towards 
Taylorism and Scientific Management, which lead to jobs becoming prescribed and 
de-skilled.  The result in this type of management is “boredom, alienation and 
dehumanisation” (Rowbottom & Billis 1987:80).   
 
Where an organisation changes from centralised to decentralised, or vice versa, the 
strategy for implementing the change can have a demotivating effect.  In 
considering the management of change, Johnson (1993:59) advances the 
argument “that, central to the process, is an understanding of the cultural and 
cognitive realities of strategic management.” It is posited by Handy that those 
people in a “role culture”, which would include administrators, are efficient when life 
is predictable.  “They hate the obverse – change.” (Handy 1978:31)  It follows that 
any change to their organisational structure must be carefully structured to be 
successful.  Incremental change may cause less disruption, but can take a long 
time to fully realise the desired effect.  A fundamental strategic change is likely to 
meet with resistance, “People have need for a certain degree of stability or security; 
change presents unknowns which cause anxiety.  In addition, a change that is 
imposed on an individual reduces his/her sense of autonomy or self-control.” 
(Nadler,1993:90)  Nadler demonstrates that there are three problems to be 
overcome if a change is to be effective: resistance, control and power.  He advises 
that “Dissatisfaction most commonly results from information concerning some 
aspect of organizational performance which is different from either desired or 
expected performance” (Nadler, 1993:92) and identifying these areas of 
dissatisfaction can assist in “unfreezing” staff to make them receptive to a change 
which will remedy this aspect.  Further stages advocated by Nadler in the process 
involve building in participation to “reduce resistance, building ownerships of the 
change, and thus motivate people to make the change work”, followed by a 
“reward” stage and then finally “time and opportunity to disengage from the present 
stage.” (1993:93)  If a change in administrative structure is made, therefore, it is 
less likely to cause demotivation of staff if the management of the change is geared 
to the culture of administrative staff.  
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3.3.2 Job Design 
 Galbraith found from a study of research that “job design was a powerful motivator 
and a means for integrating individual and organizational interests.” (1977:24)  The 
possible benefits of job design were identified by Buchanan (1979:6): 
 
“1. System Gains  - improved productivity 
    - increased efficiency 
    - reduced costs 
    - increased profits 
    - improved quality 
    - reduced inspection 
    - improved output 
    - reduced training costs 
    - reduced downtime 
    - reduced shortages 
    - increased flexibility 
 
2.  Personnel benefits - reduced labour turnover 
    - reduced absenteeism 
    - reduced lateness 
    - improved work attitudes 
    - increased commitment 
    - fewer grievances 
    - improved communications 
 
3.  Worker benefits  - increased earnings 
    - improved job satisfaction” 
 
Buchanan also discusses the merits of Herzberg’s job enrichment theories, which 
have attracted criticism, and his opinion is that Herzberg’s efforts “to construct a 
theoretical foundation for the practice of job design suffer inadequate appreciation.” 
(1979:38)  He quotes Herzberg’s ingredients of a good job as: 
 
“1. direct feedback 
2. client relationship 
3. new learning 
4. scheduling 
5. unique expertise 
6. control over resources 
7. direct communications authority 
8. personal accountability.  (Herzberg, 1974, pp.72-4)” 
  
 Job enrichment is a common factor in much of the literature on job design and 
theories, and Bailey reproduces the Hackman and Oldham model which uses a 
programme of five implementing concepts: 
 forming natural units of work 
 combining tasks 
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 creating client relationships 
 providing feedback 
 increasing responsibility through vertical loading. 
 In a trial using these concepts, the number of operators was decreased from 98 to 
60, with an increase in productivity, quality and job satisfaction, with a decline in 
absenteeism. (Bailey 1983:71) 
 
 Birchall (1975:36) divided job enrichment into two areas: 
 “Horizontal job enrichment involves changes to the immediate work to enable the 
employee to exercise more control over his working speed and use more of his 
skills.  A job enriched horizontally may therefore include greater autonomy and 
variety and also increase the worker’s sense of achievement. 
 
 Vertical job enrichment is aimed at increasing employees’ involvement in the 
organization and/or their jobs perhaps by providing increased participation in 
company policy-making, increased job responsibility, increased involvement in the 
process and increased opportunity for training and advancement.  Jobs which have 
been vertically enriched may offer the worker opportunities of accepting 
responsibility, gaining recognition, advancement, growth, and task identity, in 
addition to the features of horizontally enriched jobs.” 
 
 Bailey (1983) demonstrates how the traditional approaches to organizing people 
and work, particularly those attempting to increase efficiency through specialisation 
and hierarchical control, have frequently undermined employees’ motivation and 
produced indifference and alienation from work. 
 
 In order to gain commitment, Welsh and Lavan (quoted in Riches & Morgan 
1989:49) expounded that job design must not give rise to role conflict and 
ambiguity, but should encourage a participative climate, teamwork, satisfaction with 
work, and promotion.  Rigby (1995:32) however sends a warning that too heavy a 
reliance on teamwork within an organisation can lead to problems, with many teams 
becoming “co-operative task groups rather than real teams attempting to solve real 
problems”. Shepperd (quoted in Lawson & Shen 1998:121) demonstrated that 
productivity loss “often arises when an individual goes from working alone to 
working as a member of a group or team.” due to reactions with the other members 
of the work group. 
 
The practice of making many decisions through task groups or committees was 
considered by the Jarratt Report, in that it recommended “saving academic and 
other time by having fewer committee meetings involving fewer people, and more 
delegation of authority to officers of the university - especially for non academic 
matters” (1985:36).    
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Rowbottom and Billis argue that hierarchy of one form or another is important, 
because individuals have different levels of capability.  They regard participation 
and teamwork between adjacent levels as important, and conclude that  
“The task must be to establish a system which makes the maximum use of people’s 
different level-of-work abilities as they exist at any given time, some high, some 
middle, some low; a system, moreover, which is continuously sensitive to the way in 
which the ability of each individual changes and develops as time goes by.” 
(Rowbottom & Billis 1987:81)   
 
 Handy (1993:274) identified several issues which need to be considered in job 
design:  the scope of the job, the degree of responsibility or control kept by the 
individual, their participation in discussions and decisions, the methods of 
supervision and control, and he grouped these under the headings of  
 job enlargement 
 participation 
 delegation. 
 
 He summarised that there was a need in organisational and job design to achieve: 
 a balance between the pressures for uniformity of standardization and those 
of diversity; 
 a fit for culture to structure; 
 the correct balance and location of power; 
 management of diversity; 
 the correct balance of job enrichment, participation and delegation. 
(1993:288) 
 
3.4 Management Information Systems 
Tierney, looking at the needs of US universities for higher performance levels, 
noted that administrative activities should be aligned with the institution’s objectives 
and that “The information systems within the institution ... must be flexible to adapt 
to changing objectives and must supply relevant decision-making information to the 
departments and the overall administrative structure.” (Tierney, 1998:114)  This 
study noted the tendency in university departments to have several computerised 
information systems which are isolated from each other, and stressed the need for 
a systematic and integrated system. 
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This allies with the view of Scott-Morton for the corporation of the 1990s, that 
“Given what IT now allows an alert organisation to do, an organization that merely 
works faster and harder will become uncompetitive in the global marketplace of the 
1990s and beyond.” (Scott-Morton, 1991:5)  Winfield (1991:145) is more cautious, 
however, and warns that  
“management can be besotted with the notion of ‘technological evolution’.... For 
example it can be led by a blind faith that the system will lead the organisation 
towards becoming more integrated - and that after implementation the happy 
corporate family will be in constant amiable communication one with another.  The 
reality as we have seen can be radically different.  The outcome can be either a 
tighter or a more distributed organisational structure, depending on management 
choice and on the forces acting upon it.  The process is only hastened by the 
addition of information technology.” 
 
 Winfield also considers that the influence of computers for shifts towards 
centralisation or decentralisation is merely as a catalyst rather than a change agent:  
“If there is a tendency towards centralisation the computers will speed up the 
process; likewise if there is a tendency towards decentralisation then computers will 
speed that up too.” (Winfield, 1991:137)  This view is supported by Scarborough 
and Corbett (1992:158) 
  
 The use of IT certainly changes the way in which an organisation operates.  Scott-
Morton (1991:12) identifies 3 key changes in the economics and functionality of the 
co-ordination process, in that: 
 distance becomes irrelevant as far as information flow is concerned; 
 time becomes negligible; 
 organisational memory becomes expandable and available to authorized 
users. 
 
A view of  ‘technological determinism’, “the force of technology is such that it will 
inevitably dictate the shape and structure of the organisation and, by definition all 
activities within it, including implementation” was originally put forward by 
Woodward in 1958 (Winfield 1991:50).  From her studies, “Woodward found that in 
relation to the length of the chain of command, and the proportion of indirect to 
direct labour, each major type of technology had a distinctive impact upon both 
management structure and the organization of work. On the basis of these findings, 
Woodward claimed that ‘there are prescribed and functional relationships between 
structure and technical demands’ (p51) and that ‘there was a particular form of 
organization most appropriate to each technical situation’ (p72).” 
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Roberts & Grabowski found that technology “has increasingly become the 
structuration process by which tasks and people in an organization change in 
response to demands in the post-industrial age.” (1996:409)  Similarly, 
Scarborough and Corbett (1992:3) see an interaction between structures and IT 
systems, in that “the boundaries of structures and systems alike are increasingly 
seen as simply the provisional outcomes of underlying flows of resources, 
knowledge and information.  This kind of fluidity highlights the extent to which 
technology and organization evolve and overlap together rather than separately or 
in opposition to each other.”  They therefore put forward the view that “in organizing 
the flows of knowledge and resources within and between groups, organizations 
shape the technology process at the same time as it shapes them.” (Scarborough 
and Corbett, 1992:10) 
 
Pugh and Hickson (1976:132) also examined the findings of Woodward (1958).  
They divided technology into 3 areas, operations technology, materials technology, 
and knowledge technology.  Knowledge technology, which would the most 
applicable for this research study, refers back to a concept developed primarily by 
Perrow in 1967, as the “characteristics of the knowledge used in the workplace”.  
Pugh and Hickson found that operations technology did not usually relate to 
structure, and that a “general ‘technology-causes-structure’ hypothesis could only 
be sustained by the argument that technology also assumes size, and that to 
operate a given technology, an organization must be of the requisite size.” (Pugh 
and Hickson, 1976:155) 
 
The effects of the changed access to information is the subject of a study by Knight 
and Silk (1990).  They explore how the early computer systems transformed the 
operational management, eg stock control, invoicing etc; then IT impacted on 
middle management, with support for planning, and more recently it has gained 
importance at the strategic level. (Knight and Silk, 1990:11)  They identify 3 main 
functions for information systems: 
“1. to facilitate the flow of information within the organization, 
2. to facilitate flows of information out of and into the organization, and 
3. to provide facilities for the management of information.” 
(Knight and Silk, 1990:128)   
 
They note that “whereas early information systems followed organizational change, 
it is now more likely that developments in information systems will, in future, 
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facilitate organizational change.” (1990:222)   Peters (quoted in Clegg et al 
1996:415) points out that organizations can become ‘flatter’ by using information 
technology systems. 
 
Information systems can also be linked to business re-engineering, as 
 “Business re-engineering is the thorough re-design of “unsuitable” business 
practices.  An organisation having acquired tools for aligning its IS strategy to its 
business strategy and tools for impacting the business strategy with their IS strategy 
now find that development of concerns have gone a stage further. 
 
Efficiency  Effectiveness  Competitive Gain  Competitive Restructuring”  
 
(Robson 1994:203) 
 
 
3.5 Higher Education Administration 
 This section summarises the research specifically related to university 
administrative activities, in order to show the existing base of knowledge and also to 
identify factors which influence administrative systems. 
 
University “administration” can refer to a wide range of university activities, and the 
role of the university administrator has changed throughout the years, as indicated 
in section 2.2.  It can be used both to refer to the directors or executives on the 
Board of Governors, or to those responsible for processing student records, 
applications etc.  As indicated in section 1.2, for the purposes of this research, the 
administrators are those responsible for the student administrative procedures, 
including the managers of the relevant administrative departments and the staff in 
those departments.  It does not include the directorate level staff. 
 
 Relating to the university situation in 1968, Gross and Grambsch (1968:1) gave the 
general view of administration as follows: 
“Overtly, at least, the feeling is that the fundamental task is the professional or the 
scientific one and that administration exists largely to facilitate that task.” 
 
  This links with the more recent view of P D Hartley, Dean of Coventry University, 
quoted in Gledhill (1999, p ix), “As in business, so in education – the administration 
should be as unintrusive as possible … those tasks which have to be done but 
which are not part of the core business of education should be done with as little 
disruption as possible to those at the ‘chalk face’.” 
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Thorley condenses the range of administrative activities in the following paragraph:  
  “However, this author would contend that HE administration is more complex than 
management in any other context.  On a totally practical level HEIs have 
considerable complications:  they must attract students, admit them through a faux-
Soviet national admissions system, count ‘em in by means of as sophisticated a 
database as can be operated without fusing all the lights, provide living and learning 
accommodation, teach them, test them, entertain, support and counsel them, help 
them to reach personal goals and intellectual and social maturity, find them a job - 
then stuff them into caps and gowns, shake their hands and give them a certificate.  
On top of this, there are academic staff who must be supported in their teaching, 
given a career structure and provided with the necessary space and time to pursue 
their research interests.  And then there are all the other bits and pieces: mowing the 
lawns, renovating the buildings, paying the bills, crunching numbers and sending 
them to the Funding Council or HESA, and complying with regulations from any 
number of external agencies.” (Thorley 1998:viii) 
 
The importance of communication within an administrator’s role is highlighted by 
Savage (1989:103) and they regard the role as follows:   
“The administrator’s task can be viewed as that of coordinating human efforts 
designed to provide adequate programs of education for the pupils enrolled in a 
school or school system.” 
 
Knight & Trowler highlight the academic viewpoint, “Where others may try to avoid 
administration, taking charge of the day-to-day routines the team or department 
leader cannot, and its intrusions on teaching and research may be particularly 
resented.  Faculty frequently wonder whether administration and its associated 
paperwork, requirements, deadlines, accountability and meetings are really 
necessary.” (Knight & Trowler, 2001, p135)  This is echoed by Handy who regards 
academics as belonging to “The Existential Culture” of Dionysus, one of the “Gods 
of Management” (Handy 1978:39)  
“Dionysians recognise no ‘boss’, although they may accept co-ordination for their 
own long-term convenience.  Management in their organisations is a chore, 
something that has to happen like housekeeping.  And like a housekeeper, a 
manager has small renown: an administrator amongst the prima donnas is bottom of 
the status lists. … Professionals do not willingly receive orders, fill in forms or 
compromise on their own plans.” 
 
The administrative culture, from Handy’s analogy, fits into “The Role Culture” of 
Apollo, the god of order and rules.  “This culture assumes that man is rational and 
that everything can and should be analysed in a logical fashion.  The task of an 
organisation can then be subdivided box by box until you have an organisational 
flow chart of work, with a system of prescribed roles (specified in things called ‘job 
descriptions’) and held together by a whole set of rules and procedures …” (Handy 
1978:29) 
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This analogy by Handy helps to show the characteristics of university culture as is 
required in Pugh’s basic considerations for comparative studies as described in 
section 1.4. 
 
Warner and Palfreyman (1996:5) regard the role of administrator as equal to that of 
a manager, and they use this term throughout their book. They found in their 
studies that  
“the role was seen as facilitation, as assisting the academic to bring to fruition an 
innovative or entrepreneurial idea by the use of specialized technical skills, and the 
centralized control of information channels; but with a degree of initiation, of being 
the catalyst and making linkages among academics and between academics and 
the outside world (yet, as one academic expressed it, ‘not forcing the issue’).” (p13) 
 
 With regard to whether administration should be centralised or otherwise, in their 
handbook for universities of the ‘70s, Fielden & Lockwood (1973:190) gave the 
following advice: 
 “The services provided by an administration should be available close to the point of 
need, whenever this is practicable.  The design of the administration should to a 
large extent follow from the organisational design of the academic and other 
functional areas of activity.  In a small university it is possible for the administration to 
operate as a centralised unit without incurring accusations of remoteness.  In a large 
university, we believe that it is desirable and inevitable that certain administrative 
services should be devolved.” 
 
 This was the recommendation in 1973, by which time it was aimed to provide 
222,000 university places (Shattock, 1970a:5), compared to the present day figure 
of 1.5 million.  In 1970, Oxford and Cambridge had around 11,000 students each, 
Glasgow and Edinburgh around 10,000.  These figures have more than doubled in 
recent years. 
 
Aitken (1966:73) considered that there were two continuing problems for those 
heavily involved in the administration of a University:  “One is the optimal 
distribution of responsibility and the other is economy of time and effort.  Both 
questions bear directly on the design of the administrative structure.”  This is still a 
major consideration, since a recent study of Higher Education administrative staff  
found that a cause of concern among administrators was a structure which gave 
them the responsibility for a task without the control. (National Committee of Inquiry 
into HE, 1998: 4.57) 
 
However Aitken also considered that “The greater the concentration of power, the 
greater is the potential achievement of the organisation and the quicker its  
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adaptation to changing circumstances - until the tyrant or the oligarchs become 
corrupted by their power.  The greater the diffusion of power, the slower are the 
reactions to change, and the more mediocre and unimaginative is the quality of all 
decisions.” (1966:74)  On the other hand, Becher and Kogan (1980:3) give their 
view that “... the difficulty, from the standpoint of a central agency or even from the 
level of the institution as a whole, of appreciating the dominant norms of individuals 
or departments, has been responsible for many wasteful, frustrating, ineffective and 
counter-productive attempts to institute new policies.  There is a pressing need, on 
this argument, to bridge the gap between an understanding of the macro-structure 
of higher education and an ability to comprehend its micro-structure.”   
  
 Another argument put forward for centralised administration is from Ringan (Thorley 
1998:12) with regard to administering the design and development of new courses, 
in that  
“The other perceived consequence of introducing centrally-managed administrative 
processes would be a more consistent approach to course design and management 
across the organisation, and a more transparent system which could be used to 
demonstrate the quality assurance necessary in this area.” 
 
 Ringan found it surprising that there was often no contact between colleagues from 
separate disciplines, but within the same organisation, and that there were “several 
different groups of staff, all working in the same broad area but responsible for 
different types of courses, who actually had no idea about the systems and 
processes used by colleagues from other disciplines.  As a result there were a 
number of different approaches to solving the same problem ...” (Ringan,1998:13) 
 
 A further factor is given by Okey (1998:55): 
“Lancaster has a modular degree structure which actively promotes student choice 
and which thereby generates hundreds of thousands of course combinations each 
session.  The flexibility inherent in this system means that the timetable has to be 
constructed centrally, as no academic department can make sense of the chosen 
course combinations.” 
  
  
Flexibility appears to be a recurring theme throughout this research, and is 
emphasised by Fielden et al (1973:24), “The efficient university will be the one 
which creates the ability to adjust to change (rather than being adjusted by 
change).” 
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It was noted in Chapter 2 that universities have undergone a period of expansion in 
student numbers.  Ford et al (1996:8) pointed out that “HEIs are facing many issues 
which require fundamental change at all levels, for example: 
 Massification of education 
 Competition and control 
 Changing student profile 
 Provision of learning resources.” 
 
In considering changes in structure, Locke et al (1985:152) quote a former Prime 
Minister, Margaret Thatcher, who said: 
“Changes in ideas often involve changes in organisation.  There are basically two 
attitudes to organisation.  One is to build up a structure which you believe is right - it 
might perhaps be called the architectural approach - and oblige people to work 
within it.  The other is to go for a network of living institutions - call it the organic 
approach - where there is room for adaptation and experiment.  I am myself 
convinced that the organic approach is better.” 
 
 The former “architectural” approach might equate with the Business Process Re-
engineering process which has become a recent trend in university management.  
This approach was used at the University of Sheffield in October 1996, leading to a 
“restructuring which involved centralising all faculty administrative services, 
including those relating to undergraduate students.” (West 1999:114)  In 
considering the effects of this change, West concluded that “Plenty of hard work 
has been involved, but the benefits reaped in improved customer service and 
satisfaction, along with enhanced staff morale and motivation, have been 
immensely worthwhile and certainly are to be recommended.” (p117) 
 
 An Australian benchmarking study in 1995/6 looked at four key student 
administrative processes over a 12-month cycle: enrolments, examinations, results 
processing and graduations (McGee and Chandler 1998:38).  This involved four 
universities with a centralised student administration, two decentralised and one 
moving to decentralised.  One of the findings from this study was that, 
“Interestingly, non-value added contributions occurred in both centralised and 
decentralised administrations with neither the centralised nor decentralised 
approach being conclusively superior in a quality or cost efficiency sense.” (p42)    
The study found that the greatest disparity in costs and student satisfaction levels 
was to be found with the enrolment process, and this also gave the most 
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opportunities for improvement.  They indicated opportunities for financial and 
customer service gains as shown in Table 3.1 below reproduced from McGee and 
Chandler (1998:42). 
 
 
Table 3.1:  Overall process improvement opportunities (McGee and 
Chandler 1998:42) 
 
 
 
 
 
                       [Table removed for copyright reasons] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Over the year of the study, the  “total costs of all four processes at all universities 
was $18,716,000.  Enrolments resource usage comprised 53%, followed by 
examinations at 23%, graduations at 13% and results processing at 11%.” (p 41)  
As a result of the study, the University of Melbourne has realised many of the 
improvements recommended in the study, and the enrolment of students is now 
conducted largely off-campus, except for new students.  In their conclusions, 
McGee and Chandler advise that “major technology advances are expected to 
provide some windfalls” 
 
 Warner and Palfreyman noted the difference in decision-taking between “chartered” 
universities (those in place before the Education Reform Act of 1988 and Further 
and Higher Education Act of 1992), and “statutory” universities (those created by 
these statutes). (1996:2)  They found that “Generally, in chartered universities, 
committees are given a greater range of formal powers than is the case in the 
statutory universities” with vice-chancellors in the statutory universities usually 
having greater specified powers than in the chartered universities.  They add that 
“In terms of their formal constitution, therefore, the chartered universities tend to 
more collegial mode of decision-making, while the statutory universities have a 
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framework that is more conducive to a managerial mode of decision-making.” 
(1996:88) 
 
 Shattock et al (1970b:134) advocated the need for business management methods 
to be imported into the administration of universities, because “... successful 
university management in the coming period of rapid expansion will be at a 
premium and that good administration, efficient husbandry of resources, and clear-
sighted long-range planning may be able to make a positive contribution to a 
university’s future than has been the case in the past”.  This is echoed by Drucker 
(1989b:25) in that “The service institution will perform ... if only it is managed in a 
businesslike manner ... But it is effectiveness and not efficiency which the service 
institution lacks.” 
 
 Drucker (1989b:31) also felt the financial framework could affect performance, 
stating: 
 "There are three common explanations for the lack of performance in service 
institutions:  their managers aren’t businesslike; the people are not as good as they 
should be; results are intangible and incapable of definition or measurement.  All 
three are invalid and are pure alibi. The basic problem of the service institution is 
that it is paid for promises rather than for performance.  It is paid out of a budget 
rather than for (and out of) results.” 
 
 Shattock et al (1983:133) point out that  “The administration and central services 
area accounts on average for no more than 6% of a university’s expenditure.  
Savings, therefore, through efficiency and strict budgetary control offer less return 
for effort than savings elsewhere in the system.”   McGee & Chandler (1998:42) 
were in accord with this, particularly where savings might affect student satisfaction 
levels, and considered a high cost for enrolment justified if it improved the student 
experience. 
 
 The importance of putting measures in place to ensure retention of students is 
promoted by Moxley et al (2001).  They advocate a programme of stages for 
keeping students in post-secondary or higher education which will assist in “offering 
all students a set of personal relationships on- and off-campus that helps them to 
address the issues they face.” (Moxley et al 2001:11)  Although a large emphasis is 
on the role that the academic should play in this programme, it does also involve 
support staff.  Moxley et al specify five forms of supportive retention practices, ie 
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 Emotional support and sustenance 
 Informational support 
 Instrument support 
 Material support 
 Identity support 
 
Administrative staff often have a role to play in emotional support and sustenance, 
for example “Staff offer sympathetic understanding to students regarding the 
challenges they face and the stress these challenges can cause.” and “The 
programme establishes a warm and supportive atmosphere that welcomes the 
involvement of students who may be experiencing retention challenges.” (Moxley et 
al, 2001: 26)  Administrators are often the first point-of-call for students considering 
withdrawal from a course, and good advice from experienced, friendly 
administrators can make a difference. 
 
 Customer service was brought in as a factor for the “responsive university” by 
Tierney (1998:4) with regard to restructuring for high performance in the US 
market, and in the current climate of expecting students to pay more towards their 
fees, this may be a factor which becomes important in the UK HE sector. 
 
 In 1998 Report 4 from the National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education 
(NCIHE) was published and made recommendations on the future of higher 
education with regard to attitudes, experiences and expectations of administrative 
and support staff.  The report was criticised by Thomas (1998:69) in that it failed to 
include anyone in the focus group from administrators working in such areas as 
admissions, student records, committee servicing and planning.  He considered 
that it would “leave many administrators with the feeling that their role, contribution 
and professionalism have failed to be recognised.” (p70)   The report found that  
 
“All of the administrative and support staff had experienced a significant increase in 
the volume of their work. This was largely the result of a combination of growing 
student numbers, resource constraints and static, or falling, staffing levels.” (NCIHE 
1998:10) 
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The growth in IT had impacted on administrative processes, and “involved 
administrative and support staff in a wider range and a higher level of functions 
than they had previously undertaken.”  (NCIHE 1998:11)  In particular, changes had  
arisen because of modularisation and semesterisation, delegation of tasks from 
academic staff, and an involvement in teaching because of ‘independent learning’ 
environments. 
 
 Report 4 found that most administrators “gained satisfaction from their work, feeling 
that their involvement in the education process was making an important 
contribution to society”, however it also reported in section 23 that: 
“However, levels of dissatisfaction were also high for most staff and focused on a 
number of areas: 
 lack of opportunities for progression;  
 lack of recognition;  
 pay;  
 insufficient resources;  
 lack of representation.” (NCIHE 1998, pt 23) 
 
As a result of this report, universities are taking steps to act on the 
recommendations for change which concerned: 
 resource management;  
 the career structure;  
 the need for a strategic approach. (NCIHE 1998, pt 25) 
 
They have been criticised for giving poor strategies for development and 
progression in administrative structures: “Career development is badly managed, 
reward structures lack clarity and incentivisation” and also for providing poor peer 
esteem: “Do bright capable young people wish to remain in a career area where 
their role is characterised as a ‘support function’, second-class by implication and 
described in general terms as ‘administration’? … Does anyone prefer to be 
described as an administrator rather than a manager?” (Lauwerys 2002:96) 
 
A study initiated by HEFCE as part of the “Value for Money Initiative” was primarily 
conducted by visits to 11 pilot institutions to review their present practices, and was 
intended to “help institutions to review their arrangements for student administration 
through comparison with generally recognised good practice and with specific 
developments and experiences in the sector.” (HEFCE 01/27, 2001)  As far as 
organisational structure is concerned, this report concluded that: 
 
“There is no ‘model’ organisational structure for delivering an effective student 
administration function. … The key advantage of centralised systems is that it is 
easier to ensure consistent practice. However, consistency is also possible within 
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devolved systems and there may be advantages in terms of customer services. 
Institutions are encouraged to define the objectives of their student administration 
function, to be consistent with their strategic planning objectives and to assess which 
model will best meet these needs.” (Point 1.6) 
 
 
 
3.6 Findings 
 Universities can be described as complex organisations, with an intertwining 
formation of academic, administrative, hybrid academic/administrative and various 
support functions.  The traditional bureaucracy structure still forms the basis of 
systems within universities, but there are trends towards more organic forms of 
management, particularly for the academic staff.  The administrative systems are 
moving from a machine bureaucracy towards a professional bureaucracy, with the 
advent of management information systems bringing a need for highly skilled 
administrators and managers.  Academic environments are also changing, 
following Fender’s recommendations (1993).  
 
Figure 3.3 attempts to put the various organizational structures on a continuum 
between the two extremes of ‘mechanistic’ and ‘organic’.  This gives an estimate of 
the relative positions of the academic structure (between professional bureaucracy 
and Fender’s recommended Open Culture) and the administrative structure 
(between the machine bureaucracy and professional bureaucracy) as found in most 
universities. 
 
 Figure 3.3:  Mechanistic/Organic Continuum 
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A bureaucracy is associated with centralisation, but the academic structure is 
usually decentralised.  Therefore the administration is being pulled in two 
directions to find the best fit in the organisation between the needs for 
centralisation and decentralisation.  From the theories quoted in section 3.2.1, 
these needs are summarised as follows: 
 
Table 3.2:  Conflicting Needs for Administrative System Design 
Needs pulling towards 
Centralisation 
Needs pulling towards 
Decentralisation 
 
Quality Assurance and consistency of practices 
 
Economies of Scale 
 
Interdisciplinary/Modular Programmes 
 
Specialisms, such as international recruitment 
 
Co-ordination of Marketing, Purchasing etc 
 
Accounting Information 
 
Control of Information Systems 
 
Limitations of Space, Rooms etc with increased 
student numbers. 
 
Flexibility in programme design and 
innovation 
 
Creating client/student relationships 
 
Communication and close liaison with 
academic staff 
 
Informed data entry 
 
Fast decision making 
 
Level of task uncertainty 
 
A concentration of power centrally usually enables the organisation to adapt to new 
systems more quickly.  However in implementing policies, the centre often does not 
understand the needs of the academic divisions and may introduce wasteful or 
counter-productive measures.  It has also been shown that a centralised system 
may stifle innovation.   
 
Universities fit most comfortably with the multidivisional form of grouping described 
in figure 3.1, but elements of the matrix structure are often incorporated for 
functions such as quality control.  With the academic areas divided up by subjects 
into schools or faculties, the administrative structure is divided in varying 
proportions into these academic divisions and also into a central office. 
 
The academic view of administration is generally that it should be as unintrusive as 
possible, and that it exists only to facilitate the core business of education.  
Administrative duties are often resented by lecturing staff.  The role of an 
administrator is therefore frequently undervalued and it is only recently that the term 
‘manager’ is being seen as synonymous with  ‘administrative officer’. Administrative 
staff are taking over many jobs previously done by academics, such as admissions 
decisions and marks preparation for assessment boards.  They can also be 
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instrumental in improving student retention rates by helping students over a 
stressful period, explaining alternative courses of action or showing them how to 
get help when they are considering withdrawing from a course. 
 
The traditional view is that the services provided by an administration should be 
available close to the point of need.  However this devolved form of administration 
can easily lead to groups of administrators working in isolation, without the benefit 
of sharing good practice with other similar groups in the same institution. The 
University of Sheffield has heralded as a success its move to centralise all student 
administration following an exercise in business process reengineering, claiming 
improvements in staff motivation and customer service.  This therefore calls into 
question claims that centralisation with its economies of scale can lead to jobs 
becoming prescribed and deskilled, leading to boredom, alienation and 
dehumanisation.  
 
 In the examination of motivational theories relating to organisational structure, it 
was felt that the most relevant are the self-actualisation needs and the esteem 
needs.  There is also an intrinsic reward from working in Higher Education, in that 
bringing students through to graduation gives a feeling of satisfaction, providing the 
staff members are allowed to feel that their role contributes to this development.  
There was evidence of dissatisfaction arising from dealing with increased numbers 
of students whilst coping with a decrease in staff and resources, as well as a lack of 
recognition for the changed role and skills of university administrators, poor pay 
scales and career structure.  Also mentioned as a demotivating factor was the 
‘responsibility without control’ situation which can arise where work is being divided 
between the centre and the academic divisions. 
 
 It was also noted that demotivation can result from difficulties following 
organisational change, or from dissatisfaction with supervision, policies or work 
environment. 
  
 Where staff is demotivated, this can lead to increased absenteeism, high turnover 
of staff and generally decreased productivity and efficiency.   Attempts to increase 
efficiency through specialisation and hierarchical control have frequently led to 
demotivation.  A programme of job design using features similar to the Hackman 
and Oldham model of five concepts (section 3.3.2) has been shown to decrease the 
number of operators required and increase productivity, quality and job satisfaction. 
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 The rapid growth of management information systems within universities has to be 
taken into consideration in job design for administrative staff.  It was considered 
that this did not provide an argument for or against centralisation (Winfield), but that 
it would merely speed up existing trends.  In relation to Woodward’s view of 
‘technological determinism’ (section 3.4) and the theory that organisations shape 
the technology systems at the same time as it shapes them (Scarborough and 
Corbett 1992:10), there is an opportunity to look at the developments within 
universities for changes relating to technology. 
 
 In view of the findings discussed above, it becomes important to concentrate on the 
following areas within the research: 
a) To identify whether different processes in student administration  are 
performed better at a certain level of centralisation or decentralisation; 
b) To examine whether motivation of administrative staff is harder to achieve in 
centralised administrative departments than in school or faculty-based 
departments; 
c) To examine whether the level of sophistication of the Student Records 
Database is influenced by centralised or decentralised administrative 
structures. 
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CHAPTER 4:  STAGE 1 – MACRO STUDY OF ENGLISH UNIVERSITIES 
 
 
 
 
4.1 Methodology 
 In order to establish the requirements for the comparative study, the aims of the first 
stage were divided into four key areas: 
 general survey of administrative systems 
 identification of possible factors 
 analysis of the survey results  
 identification of universities for detailed study 
 
4.2 Survey of English Universities 
To establish the existing situation and trends in university organisation, a complete 
survey of all English universities was required.  A questionnaire survey was chosen 
as the most cost effective and wide-reaching method. 
 
 Preliminary studies were made of two universities by interviews with administrative 
heads, and these helped to form the questions for the survey (see 5.4.1 and 5.4.2).  
Further supplementary interviews were made later in the study in order to provide 
extra background for the case studies, and details of these “mini studies” are 
included in section 5.4. 
 
 The objectives of the questionnaire were as follows: 
 
 to find the level of centralisation/decentralisation of student administration 
services in English universities; 
 
 to attempt to establish factors which may influence the structure of student 
administration services, eg 
   
  - modular scheme administration 
  - central computer records systems 
  - number of sites 
  - university academic structure 
  - number of students 
 
 to identify any factors which appear to be advantageous or otherwise for 
centralised versus decentralised; 
 
 to identify any recent trends of changes in administrative structure. 
 
 The questionnaire was designed to elicit both qualitative and quantitative information, 
as discussed in section 1.4. It requested quantitative data on structure, campus 
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spread, management, management information systems, student administration, and 
organisational changes, as well as qualitative information on 
advantages/disadvantages and possible improvements to existing structures.  Each 
was addressed to the Registrar of each university to ensure a consistency of 
viewpoint in the responses, and a copy is included in Appendix B. 
 
 The questionnaire was mailed out to those universities details in Table 2.1 in January 
1998, together with a covering letter personally addressed to the registrar (or 
equivalent), individually signed, and enclosing a return envelope.  In order to 
maximise responses, it was emphasised in the covering letter that the information 
would be used to show trends and provide statistics.  Respondents were asked to 
identify any information which should be treated as confidential.  After the deadline 
for responses had expired, a further copy of the questionnaire together with a further 
request was sent to those registrars who had not responded. 
 
 Additional Data 
 To supplement the information gained from the questionnaire, data for the same 
academic year (1997/98) was also obtained from official sources and publications, 
such as HESA and UCAS, for the following: 
 total number of students 
 expenditure on administration 
 origins of the universities 
 
 This information would give an indication of the cost of adminstration per student at 
each university, and could be cross-referenced for any link between cost and 
centralisation.  However in this respect it has to be noted that some universities 
include areas such as medical studies which may require a larger expenditure on 
administration, and the figures provided by HESA only relate to central administrative 
staff. 
 
 Analysis of the Responses 
 The responses from the macro questionnaire were analysed in several ways. 
 
 Firstly the number of occurrences for each type of response was calculated and 
displayed using the statistics package (SPSS) to examine trends for each question. 
 Secondly, the responses were analysed and compared to find any patterns which may 
occur relative to the degree of centralisation of the university systems. 
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 A third analysis compared the responses with the data obtained from the statistics 
agencies and other sources to check for any correlation between: 
 centralisation and low expenditure on administration; 
 decentralisation and the greater number of students; 
 decentralisation and older universities. 
 From the combined results of the preliminary investigation and the questionnaire 
analyses, issues were identified which would be tested in the detailed study.  The 
questionnaire also provided a guide as to the degree of centralisation in student 
administration from the viewpoint of the Registrar for each university, and aided the 
selection of institutions for the comparative study. 
 
4.3 Questionnaire Responses 
From the 69 English universities surveyed, 47 questionnaires were returned, ie 68%.  
Of these, five respondents had not completed the key question B5, regarding the 
level of centralisation of student administration.  A statement of the full questionnaire 
results is included in Appendix D, together with detailed pie charts and bar charts.  
Section 4.4 contains key results, and these are analysed in 4.5. 
 
4.4 Key Results of the Questionnaire Survey  
4.4.1 Academic Structure 
 Given an example of university structure as shown in Figure 4.1 below, 87% of the 
respondents had the same structure, or only minor differences.  However 13% had 
major differences. 
 Figure 4.1:  Typical University Structure 
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The majority of universities (51%) who responded used a faculty structure, and in 
29% schools were used as the academic units.  4.3% were in departments, and 2.1% 
in  divisions.  A further 12% had a mixture of types of divisions, using for example 
faculties, schools and departments as separate divisions, in some cases with a 
matrix structure.  These latter universities usually had a large number of divisions. 
 
 Most respondents had less than 10 divisions, with between 5-8 being the most 
popular numbers.  However, there were 11 universities which had varying numbers of 
academic divisions from 11 up to 50.  78% of those universities with divisions had 
these sub-divided. 
 
 With reference to management control of the academic divisions (ie budget, staffing, 
strategy etc), 68% had a decentralised management, 15% were mainly centralised, 
and 17% were midway.  The Registrar in these organisations usually reported to the 
Vice Chancellor or equivalent, as detailed below: 
 Reports to Vice Chancellor level  - 35 respondents (74%) 
 Reports to the Deputy Vice Chancellor - 3 respondents (6%) 
 Reports to Pro Vice Chancellor level - 6 respondents (13%) 
 In some cases, there was both a University Secretary or Bursar and an Academic 
Registrar. 
 
 Figure 4.2 shows the number of campuses used by the universities in the sample. 
  
Figure 4.2: Number of Campuses 
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 The majority of the respondents offered some form of cross-divisional modular 
programmes, with only 8.5% having no provision of this type. 
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4.4.2 Student Records Database 
 In order of popularity, Table 4.1 shows the facilities provided by the central Student 
Records Database in the questionnaire sample.   
 
 Table 4.1:  Facilities provided by a central Student Records Database 
Facility Occurrences Occurrences as % of 
respondents 
Admissions 39 83% 
Student Fee Payment Records 39 83% 
Awards/Conferments 36 77% 
Examination Marks Input 34 72% 
Course Structure Framework 34 72% 
Examination Board Reports 27 57% 
Examinations Timetabling 20 43% 
Record of Assignments Receipt 9 19% 
 
 Additional central database facilities named by respondents included: 
 electronic enrolment of students (3) 
 lecture theatre timetabling (1) 
 staff employment records (1) 
 payroll (1) 
 finance (1) 
Several universities indicated that their system was under development and would 
eventually provide all the facilities required, others had associated databases which 
linked in to provide extra facilities. 
 
 The majority of universities did not give “write-access” for academic staff to the 
central database, but 37% gave some or all of their academics “read-only” access.  
Most administrative staff had some form of access to the Student Record System in 
the majority of universities, with a high proportion having read and write access. 
 
4.4.3 Student Administration 
 The questionnaire named popular types of central student administration functions, 
and asked whether these were present in the university.  The frequency of 
occurrence for these were as follows: 
Admissions (43)    
 Overseas Student Admin (40)   
Research Student Admin (40) 
 Examinations Admin (40)  
Student Enquiry Office (34) 
Awards (31)  
Modular Programme Admin (28) 
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Other central office added were:  Access, Careers, Timetabling, Postgraduate, 
Student Records, Student Relations, Student Welfare, Appeals, Student Finance, 
Planning, Employment Bureau, Quality and Validation.   
 
The number of central student administration departments a university has gives an 
indication of the degree of centralisation in that university.  Figure 4.3 shows how 
many universities have a large amount of central administration: 
 
Figure 4.3: Number of Central Student Administration Departments 
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From the 41 respondents answering this question, 29 Universities had either 6 or 7 
central student administration departments, ie 71% showed a high degree of 
centralisation. 
 
 In Question B5, respondents were requested to estimate the percentage of each 
student administration task which is performed centrally/divisionally.  Five 
respondents did not fully complete this question. Graphs showing the responses are 
contained in Appendix D, but the key points are as follows: 
 Admissions:  17 universities estimated that their admissions were handled midway 
between the centre and the divisions; 16 estimated a more central service, and 10 
more decentralised. 
 Enrolment:  12 midway, 24 more central, 8 more divisional. 
 Student Files:  16 midway, 13 more central, 13 more divisional. 
 Assignments Collection:  None midway, 4 more central, 38 more divisional 
 Recording Marks:  5 midway, 7 more central, 30 more divisional 
 Exam Administration:  10 midway, 26 more central, 6 more divisional 
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 Research Student Admin:  17 midway, 25 more central, none divisional 
 Assessment Board Servicing:  7 midway, 6 more central, 29 more divisional 
 Records Database:  14 midway, 22 more central, 6 more divisional 
 Modular Programme Admin:  11 midway, 13 more central, 8 more divisional (10 no 
response) 
 Course Validations:  8 midway, 24 more central, 6 more divisional  
Overseas Student Admin:  15 midway, 22 more central, 4 more divisional 
 Student Enquiries:  24 midway, 10 more central, 7 more divisional 
 
To compare the degree of centralisation for each of these activities, percentages are 
given in the table below, and the activities are sorted by the percentage centralised. 
 Table 4.2:   Student Administration Activities sorted by the percentage 
 centralised 
Activity More centralised 
% 
Midway 
% 
More divisional 
% 
Missing 
% 
Exam Admin 55 21 13 11 
Research Student 
Admin 
53 36 0 11 
Course Validations 51 17 13 19 
Enrolment 47 25.5 17 10.5 
Records Database 47 30 13 10 
Overseas Student 
Administration 
47 32 8.5 12.5 
Admissions 34 36 21 9 
Student Files 28 34 28 10 
Modular Programme 
Admin 
28 23.5 17 31.5 
Student Enquiries 21 51 15 13 
Recording Marks 15 11 64 10 
Assessment Board 
Servicing 
13 15 62 10 
Assignments Collection 8.5 0 81 10.5 
 
Questions B6, B7 and B8 asked for advantages, disadvantages and possible 
improvements with regard to the current structures. The responses are listed in 
Appendix D, 3.13 to 3.15, and are discussed in 4.5. 
 
4.4.4 Business Process Re-engineering (BPR) 
Sixteen (34%) of the universities taking part in the survey had used some form of 
Business Process Re-engineering to examine or improve the administrative structure.  
Twenty-five (53%) had not used BPR. 
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4.5 Analysis of the Questionnaire Results 
4.5.1 The Level of Centralisation/Decentralisation 
 Question B5 was specifically aimed at gauging the level of centralisation of student 
administration.  Figure 4.4, which accumulates the values given in responses to the 
questions in B5, is reproduced below.  The calculations used in the formulation of this 
chart are detailed in Appendix D, paragraph 1.3.12(14). 
 
Figure 4.4:  Occurrences of Centralised/Decentralised Structure 
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 Each bar on the histogram represents the number of universities which had the 
relevant percentage of centralisation in student administrative functions. 
 
For the purposes of the graph, the results have been clustered around the 
percentage points shown on the graph.  From the actual data, the number of 
universities each side of the midway point is almost equal, with 18 closer to 
centralised, 21 closer to decentralised, and 4 exactly midway.  However there is a 
distinct difference in distribution, with none being totally decentralised, whereas there 
are some institutions very close to being completely centralised. 
 
4.5.2 Factors which may influence the structure of Student Administration Services 
 From the responses to questions 6, 7, 8 and 9 and the findings in sections 2.4 and 
3.6, the following have been suggested as influencing structure: 
 
 Background/historical factors 
 the different origins of universities, causing a variety of administrative systems 
to evolve; 
 the rapid increase in the number of students, changing a selective education 
system to a mass education system; 
 the number of campuses/number of divisions. 
 
No  of 
Univs 
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Government requirements 
 the need for efficiency gains as criteria for funding; 
 the need for accurate recruitment to avoid penalties; 
 the need for accountability and statistics for Government agencies. 
Management needs 
 the need for flexible systems; 
 the differences in the efficiency and facilities of MIS systems within 
universities; 
 economies of scale; 
 quality assurance 
 effectiveness and efficiency 
 accountability/management control  
 need to avoid duplication of facilities 
 need for flatter structure - with minimal hierarchy 
Operational needs 
 need for consistency of practices 
 level of task uncertainty/decision-making needs; 
 security of data 
 accessibility 
 need for some services to be tailored to individual faculties/depts 
 academic-administrative communication 
 need for problems to be dealt with at local level 
Personnel needs 
 career structure 
 effects on job enrichment and motivation 
Student needs 
 customer service.  
 needs of modular degrees  
 need for focussed student enquiry office 
In order to determine whether certain factors are allied with a certain type of 
structure, questionnaire responses can be analysed as follows: 
 
4.5.3 Number of Campuses 
The number of campuses for the respondents ranged between 1 and 10.  When the 
number of campuses is compared to the level of centralisation of student 
administration, this gives the results shown in Figures 4.5 and 4.6: 
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Figure 4.6:  Correlation between Number of Campuses and 
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In Figure 4.6, each bar represents the number of universities with the same structure 
and number of campuses, shown as a percentage of the total number of universities 
with the same number of campuses. 
 
As shown in the above charts, universities with more than six campuses have all 
opted for a decentralised administration.  However it does appear that an 
administrative system around the midway point between centralised and 
decentralised (between 40% to 60% centralised) is only favoured when there are 
fewer than four campuses involved, with increasing popularity as the number of 
campuses decreases.  There is also an indication that centralised systems are more 
popular when only one or two campuses are involved, but there are exceptions to this 
rule. 
 
4.5.4 Number and Type of Academic Divisions 
When the distribution of centralised and decentralised systems is compared to the 
number of academic divisions, the results in Figure 4.7 are obtained: 
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There is no particular relationship between centralised structures and the number of 
divisions used, but it does appear that where there are between 3 to 5 divisions, 
universities favour the ‘midway’ system or the decentralised administration. 
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As shown in the above chart, there does not appear to be any relationship between 
name of division and administrative structure. 
 
4.5.5 Modular Scheme 
 The majority of universities had some form of cross-divisional modular scheme, with 
only four institutions having none.  It is therefore difficult to assess the affects of the 
modular scheme on structure.  However some modular schemes are more 
complicated than others, with a greater combination of courses required, and it would 
be expected that these would require a greater degree of centralised administration.   
  
 From the UCAS Handbook for 1998 entry, it can be seen what modular combinations 
are offered, and how they vary in complexity.  From those universities responding 
that they offered a modular scheme with cross-divisional combinations, a large 
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number only offer prescribed combinations which by nature will be easier to 
administer than a “mix and match” list of subjects. 
 
 The following charts give a correlation between the number of subjects included in 
the modular scheme, and the type of administrative structure used, with those 
offering restricted combinations shown separately.  The first chart shows the number 
of universities in each category, and the second gives the number of universities as a 
percentage of the total with the same complexity of subjects. 
0
2
4
6
8
10
12
Min/Ltd  11-30  31-50 Over 51
Number of Modular Subjects
Figure 4.9: Correlation between Modular Scheme and 
Centralised Administration (Numbers)
Centralised
Decentralised
Midway
No of 
Univs
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
Min/Ltd  11-30  31-50 Over 51
Percentage of Total in Category
Figure 4.10:  Correlation between Modular Schemes 
and Centralised Administration (Percentage) 
Centralised
Decentralised
Midway
%
 
The charts do not give any conclusive indication that the complexity of modular 
scheme has any bearing on administrative structure, although there is a slight 
tendency for the numbers centralised and midway to increase as the complexity of 
scheme increases.   However one university is operating a complex modular scheme 
with 60 subjects with a mainly decentralised structure. 
 
4.5.6 Correlation between Centralisation and Computerised Systems 
The following chart shows the relationship between the type of administrative 
structure and the number of facilities available on the Student Information System.  
Eight possible facilities were listed in the questionnaire, with a ninth option to add 
others.  The eight facilities are: 
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 Awards/Conferments   Examination Marks Input 
 Student Fee Payment Records Course Structure Framework 
 Examinations Timetabling  Examination Board Reports 
 Admissions    Record of Assignment receipt 
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Figure 4.11:  Correlation between Sophistication of Computer System 
and Administrative Structure
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From the chart, it can be seen that centralised structures are more frequent where 
the computer systems are more sophisticated, with 6-8 facilities.  Where the 
computer systems have fewer facilities, the midway structures predominate.  
Decentralised structures are clustered where computer systems have 6 or 7 of the 
nine possible facilities. 
 
4.5.7 Correlation between Management Control (ie budget, staffing, strategy etc) of 
the Academic Divisions and the Administrative Structure 
 
The following chart compares the responses relating to management control with the 
degree of centralisation, to determine if any particular form is preferred for certain 
structures. 
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(Cent Mgt = Centralised Management, Dec Mgt = Decentralised Management) 
 
The above chart demonstrates that, from the interpretation of the questionnaire 
responses, no universities with a decentralised administrative structure favour the 
centralised management control of academic divisions, and the majority have a 
decentralised management control.  However other types of administrative structure 
do not attract any particular type of management control, although far more examples 
of decentralised management are evident. 
 
4.5.8 Correlation between Computerised Student Record Systems and 
Administrative Structure 
 
Research examined in Section 2 suggested that the organisational structure is 
affected by the incorporation of technology, and questions B2 and B3 ascertained the 
extent of access and the sophistication of student record databases. 
 
By analysing the responses from question B2, the following graphs are obtained: 
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The above charts show the number of academics who have some form of access, 
either “read only” or “read and write”, to the student record database, in relation to 
the number of centralised, decentralised and midway administrative structures.  This 
clearly shows a greater amount of academics have access in the centralised 
structures, than in the decentralised and midway. 
 
The following chart shows a similar relationship, but looks at access for 
administrative staff. 
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From the above diagrams, it is shown that a greater proportion of administrative staff 
have access to the computerised records in the decentralised system than in the 
centralised administrative structures. 
 
4.5.9 Trends of Changes in Administrative Structure 
 From the responses given in Question B9, the following trends are shown: 
 
 8 institutions moved towards a centralised administrative structure; 
 3 moved towards a decentralised administrative structure; 
 3 changed from a faculty to a school structure. 
 
4.5.10 Administration Costs 
 
 One of the reasons given for centralising student administration is the need for 
reducing costs (para 4.5.2).  It is expected that centralisation gives economies of 
scale.  To test this assumption, the available statistics were cross-referenced to the 
structures revealed by the questionnaire survey. 
 
 The Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) provided tables of information 
relating to Resources and Student data collected from all UK universities for the 
financial year 1 August 1997 to 31 July 1998.  In that year, expenditure on staff was 
collected for “academic staff” and “other staff” in certain categories, and it is not 
possible to pick out figures solely for “administrative staff”.  However, there is a 
category for “Administration and Central Services” which includes “expenditure 
incurred on central administration, general educational expenditure and staff and 
student facilities and amenities.” (HESA, Notes on Tables 1997-98)  From this 
category, statistics for “Other staff costs” (ie non-academic) for the following areas 
were extracted: 
 
Administration and Central Services 
 
 “Central administration & services includes expenditure in respect of central 
administrative staff and such payments to Heads of Institutions, Professors, Deans, 
Tutors, Faculty Officers and the like as are made in respect of central (as distinct from 
departmental) administrative work. … 
 
 General educational expenditure includes expenditure incurred on examinations, 
fellowships, scholarships, prizes and other expenditure of a general educational 
nature. “  (HESA, Notes on Tables 1997-98) 
 
 By extracting the “Other staff costs” from these two headings, this gives as closely as 
possible the expenditure on administrative staff in central offices.  However these 
figures only include faculty officers to a certain extent, and do not take account of 
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other administrative staff within the faculty/school.  The figures also include non-
student administration expenditure such as Personnel, Finance etc. 
 
 In considering these HESA statistics, however, it is important to remember point 2 of  
the guidelines quoted in section 3.1 from Pugh (quoted in Johnson and Duberley, 
2000:42) that 
  “Meaningful comparisons require common standards for measurement.” 
  
 Although universities appear to be similar in most ways, there are factors which could 
cause the administration in one university to cost more than in another, for example  
 1. A high cost location, eg London 
2. Teaching subjects which require a higher degree of administration 
3. Catering for categories of students who require more administration 
It is therefore not possible to make any definite conclusions from figures obtained 
from the HESA national statistics.  However it is possible to look at the trends from a 
range of values, bearing in mind the above comments. 
 
  The total expenditure on administrative staff (as calculated above) was divided by the 
total number of students attending the institution to give an administrative cost per 
student.  As part-time students require a major part of the administrative services 
accorded to full-time students, these were included on an equal footing with full-time 
students.  Casu et al (2003:8) point out the difficulties of using this type of formula for 
comparing expenditure in university administration, in that although part-time 
students need the same administrative effort for some services as full-time students, 
they usually do less modules per year, so that there is less work on assessment 
administration etc.  As this table is only intended to give a rough comparison across 
the sector, it was felt to be a sufficient formula. 
 
 The administration cost per student for each institution was cross-related to the types 
of administrative system which were calculated as described in Section 4.5.1.  The 
full results of these calculations are shown in Appendix E, and a summary is shown in 
Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3:   Range of Administration Cost per Student by Type of 
Administrative Structure for surveyed English Universities – 
1997/98 
 
Centralised Student 
Administration 
£ per student 
Midway Student 
Administration 
£ per student 
Decentralised Student 
Administration 
£ per student 
128 
152 
194 
209 
232 
243 
254 
258 
315 
332 
377 
152 
160 
169 
190 
196 
224 
240 
248 
250 
258 
265 
273 
291 
301 
304 
312 
416 
429 
617 
156 
157 
185 
221 
222 
242 
270 
274 
286 
332 
542 
668 
 
 As can be seen, with the exception of a few exceptionally high or exceptionally low 
figures, the ranges are very similar.  However as the figures do not include most of 
the faculty/school administrative staff, it would be expected that an allowance for 
these would raise the ranges for “midway” and “decentralised” structures.  The 
individual case studies will provide more information about the relative costs of the 
different structures. 
 
4.5.11 University Origin 
 The way in which universities have evolved is detailed in Section 1, and those 
universities which were established after the abolition of the binary line in 1992 had to 
instigate a change from their funds being provided and managed by LEA finance 
staff (para 2.2 B).   To a large extent, this involved setting up new finance 
departments and record systems.  As they did not have large research centres to 
boost their income, you would expect these newer universities to adopt the most 
economical student administration system. 
  
 The questionnaire respondents were universities with a variety of origins.  Twenty 
had received their Royal Charter before the abolition of the binary line, and twenty-
two were polytechnics or former colleges of HE given university status after 1992.   
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By mapping the origins by administrative structure, the results in Table 4.4 are 
obtained: 
 
 Table 4.4   University Administrative Structure by Year of Origin*  
Centralised Student 
Administration 
by Year of Origin 
Midway Student 
Administration 
by Year of Origin 
Decentralised Student 
Administration 
by Year of Origin 
1903 
1905 
1909 
1948 
1957 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1993 
1832 
1904 
1954 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1966 
1966 
1966 
1967 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1993 
1214 
1880 
1963 
1970 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
1992 
Ratio Pre 1992: Post 
1992 = 5:6 
Ratio Pre 1992: Post 
1992 = 12:7 
Ratio Pre 1992: Post 
1992 = 3:9 
 *Years of origin extracted from individual University websites and from HEFCE 1995 profiles, webpage 
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/1995/profiles/default.htm 
 
 Surprisingly there are few of the pre-1992 universities in the questionnaire sample 
with a decentralised administrative structure.  Most have opted for the midway 
system.  In the post-1992 universities, there is a fairly even spread for each type of 
structure, with a slight bias to decentralisation. 
 
4.5.12 Number of Students 
 Another possible reason for centralisation or decentralisation of student 
administration could be related to the number of student involved.  With the rise in 
student numbers towards “mass education” described in section 2.1, it is interesting 
to compare whether a certain structure has been found to be more effective in 
dealing with a certain quantity of students. 
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Table 4.5:   University Administrative Structure by Number of Students 
(Headcount) 
 
Centralised Student 
Administration – Total 
number of HE students 
Midway Student 
Administration – Total 
number of HE students 
Decentralised Student 
Administration – Total 
number of HE students 
11984 
12086 
12477 
13091 
15106 
16240 
18310 
18737 
22313 
23195 
23875 
7049 
8030 
8443 
10490 
10854 
11078 
11129 
11133 
11918 
12397 
12892 
13175 
17713 
17931 
20121 
20257 
21020 
22382 
25676 
10241 
11926 
12332 
15901 
18469 
18587 
19553 
20140 
20386 
20670 
23169 
24329 
28566 
 
 To see more clearly whether any pattern emerges from these statistics, Figure 4.18 plots the 
number of students for each university along a path according to their type of administrative 
structure. 
From Figure 4.18, there is no firm indication that universities prefer a certain structure 
for a certain quantity of students.  The largest university with 28566 students has 
opted for a decentralised structure, but there are also universities with over 23000 in 
the centralised mode and 25000 in the midway modes. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.18: University Administrative Structure by 
Number of Students (1997/98)
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4.6 Findings 
 
As indicated in section 4.1, the aims of the first stage of the research were as follows: 
 identification of possible factors which are involved in the centralisation or 
decentralisation of student administrative functions; 
 comparison of administrative systems; 
 analysis and comparison of the factors; 
 identification of universities for detailed study. 
 
4.6.1 Identification of factors 
 The factors identified are listed in Section 4.5.2. 
 
4.6.2 Comparison of Administrative Systems 
The questionnaire responses indicated the following: 
 The majority of universities follow the structure indicated in Section 4.4.1, Figure 
4.1, either closely or with minor differences.  Only 12.8% had major differences. 
 Half of the universities had a faculty structure, and approximately 30% have 
school divisions. 
 68% of the responses indicated a decentralised management control. 
 More than half of the respondents had 1-2 campuses, and a quarter had 3-4 
campuses.  The highest number of campuses was 10. 
 Almost 90% of the respondents operated modular academic programmes with 
cross-divisional combinations. 
 Three-quarters of the Registrars reported to Vice-Chancellor level. 
 Very few academic staff have “write-access” to central Student Computer 
Records, although some academic staff had “read-only” access in 37 universities. 
 Most administrative staff have some form of access to the central Student 
Computer Records in the majority of universities, with a high proportion having 
read and write access. 
 The facilities included in the central Student Computer Record system were, in 
order of occurrence: 
Student Fee Payment Records   39 
Admissions     39 
Awards/Conferments   36 
Course Structure Framework  34 
Examination Marks Input   34 
Examination Board Reports  27 
Examinations Timetabling   20 
Record of Assignments Receipt   9 
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 The central administration departments in order of occurrence were: 
Admissions     43 
Examinations Administration  40 
Overseas Student Administration  40 
Research Student Administration  40 
Awards     31 
Modular Programme Administration 28 
 
 The following services were more central than divisional: 
Enrolment of Students 
Examinations Administration 
Computer Records 
Administration of Modular Schemes 
Overseas Student Administration 
Research Student Administration 
Administration of Course/Programme Validations 
 
 The following services were mostly performed at a divisional level: 
Collection of assignments 
Recording assessment marks 
Assessment/Examination Board Servicing 
 
 The following services were mostly performed on a 50:50 basis: 
Admissions 
Maintenance of Student Files 
Student enquiries, re course/programmes 
 
 By estimating the degree of centralisation as shown in Appendix D, section 3.12, 
para 14, it was found that the number of universities is almost equally split 
between centralised and decentralised administrative structures. 
 The majority of the respondents had made major changes to their administrative 
structures in the last 3 years, with only 11 making no changes. 
 The trend of changes is biased towards the centralised administrative structure, 
with 8 institutions centralising, and 3 decentralising. 
 A form of Business Process Re-engineering had been used in 16 out of the 47 
respondents. 
 
4.6.3 Analysis and Comparison of the Factors 
Section 4.5 made comparisons between the questionnaire responses and the type of 
administrative structure, with the following patterns emerging: 
 Universities with more than 6 campuses have all opted for a decentralised 
administrative structure.  The “midway” administrative structure is favoured when 
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there are fewer than 4 campuses involved, with increasing popularity as the 
number of campuses decreases.  There is an indication that centralised systems 
are popular when only one or two campuses are involved 
 There is no strong relationship between the number of divisions and the 
administrative structure, but there was a bias towards the midway structure with 3-
5 divisions. 
 There is no relationship between the type of division and administrative structure.  
More universities have faculties than schools, but within these categories, there 
was an almost equal spread of the different types of administrative structure. 
 The research does not give any conclusive indication that the complexity of the 
modular schemes has any bearing on administrative structure, although there is a 
slight tendency for the proportion centralised and midway to increase as the 
complexity of the scheme increases. 
 With regard to computerised Student Record Systems, centralised structures are 
more frequent where the computer systems are most sophisticated, with 6-8 
facilities.  Where the computer systems have fewer facilities, the midway 
structures predominate.  Decentralised structures are clustered where computer 
systems have 6 or 7 of the nine possible facilities. 
 Universities with a decentralised administrative structure mainly had a 
decentralised management control.  More universities opted for decentralised 
management control than any other option. 
 A greater number of academics had access to the computerised Student Record 
System in centralised structures, than in the decentralised and midway systems. 
 A greater proportion of administrative staff has access to the computerised 
records in the decentralised administration than in the centralised. 
 There is a slight trend for universities to change to a centralised administrative 
structure. 
 No conclusive evidence was available on the cost of the different administrative 
structures, although there was an indication that the range of cost per student for 
centralised structures may be slightly lower. 
 Few of the respondent universities created pre-1992 had a decentralised 
administrative structure, with most favouring the midway system.  Newer 
universities were fairly evenly spread for each type of structure, with a slight bias 
to decentralised systems. 
 There was no connection between the administrative structure and the size of the 
student cohort for the respondent universities. 
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CHAPTER 5:  STAGE 2 – CASE STUDIES 
 
 
5.1 Aims of Case Studies 
 Stage 1 of the research identified the factors which influence the centralisation or 
decentralisation of student administrative functions, in line with the first aim of the 
research stated in section 1.3: 
 to identify, analyse and compare the factors which influence, and which are 
influenced by, the centralisation or decentralisation of student administrative 
functions. 
 
 It also provided a large amount of information which made it possible to analyse the 
influence these factors had on structure.  Stage 2 seeks to examine the effects of 
centralisation and decentralisation in more detail by a closer study of four university 
administrative systems.  To supplement these case studies, visits were made to four 
other universities to examine the administrative systems in place. 
 
 The findings reported in section 3.6 that it was particularly important to concentrate on 
the following areas within the research: 
 a) To identify whether different processes in student administration are 
performed better at a certain level of centralisation of decentralisation; 
 b) To examine whether motivation of administrative staff is harder to achieve in 
centralised administrative departments than in school or faculty-based 
departments; 
 c) To examine whether the level of sophistication of the student records 
database is influenced by centralised or decentralised administrative 
structures. 
 
 The comparison of the administrative structures in the four case studies therefore 
focussed on these issues, in particular examining: 
 the effectiveness of the structures; 
 the efficiency of the structures; 
 the effects on motivation of staff within the different structures; 
 the effects of computerised Student Record Systems on structure. 
 
 This would fulfil the remaining aims of the research as stated in 1.3: 
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 to contribute to the body of knowledge with regard to centralised and decentralised 
structures in university administration to allow informed decisions to be made by 
university management; 
 to answer some of the questions raised in section 1.1 regarding costs, motivation, 
effectiveness, influences of student record systems etc. 
 
5.2 Methodology 
The results of the macro study revealed the type of administrative structures in place 
at the respondent universities, as described in para 4.5.1.  In order to be able to 
compare centralised and decentralised organisations, the case study universities 
were selected to represent: 
 an organisation with centralised student administration; 
 an organisation with decentralised student administration; 
 two organisations with a system midway between centralised and decentralised. 
 
 These organisations were also chosen to include newly-designated universities and a 
long-established example.   
 
 As indicated by McCormack & Hill (1997:7), “Desk research is often combined with 
methods for collecting primary data and qualitative methods such as focus groups or 
depth interviews are useful for supporting a survey, either before it is conducted as 
an exploratory method which helps with the preparation of the survey, or afterwards 
to examine its findings more closely.”   In line with this view, the methodology for 
each case study used several techniques and was as consistent as possible: 
 semi-structured and ad-hoc interviews with administrative and academic staff; 
 a questionnaire for administrative staff; 
 a questionnaire for academic staff; 
 an analysis of personnel statistics; 
 an analysis of official statistics on expenditure and student numbers; 
 observation of systems; 
 where available, an analysis of student surveys on administrative efficiency. 
 
 In the analyses, due allowance was made for the five basic assumptions quoted in 3.1 
(Pugh, 1983:50).  Any circumstances specific to each case study were taken into 
account and detailed in the relevant section. 
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 The specific reasons for choosing the above methodology were as follows: 
 
 Interviews with administrative and academic staff 
 These interviews were in order to clarify the systems used for student administration, 
and to obtain the views of the administrative staff using the systems and the 
academic staff as receivers of the service.  The information gained enabled an IDEF0 
model of the administrative activities to be constructed to allow a comparison of the 
key differences to be shown between centralised and decentralised organisations. 
 
 Staff were questioned about the student information databases, the methods used to 
ensure accuracy of the data, and the access available for academic and 
administrative staff to look for ways in which this may have influenced the 
administrative structure. 
 
 Questionnaire for administrative staff 
 This questionnaire was to assess the morale and motivation of the staff in different 
types of structure, and also to identify areas of good practice in the administrative 
systems.  It also sought to highlight procedures which could be performed better in a 
different arrangement. 
 
 Questionnaire for academic staff 
 Academic staff were surveyed to ascertain their views on the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the student administrative systems, and also to seek their 
recommendations for improvements of the procedures. 
 
 An analysis of personnel statistics 
 Personnel Offices at each case study were asked to provide statistics on the number 
of staff leaving student administration departments over the period in question, in 
order to see whether there is any relationship between those departments having a 
high turnover of staff and the structure of the organisation. 
 
 An analysis of official statistics on expenditure and student numbers 
 Efficiency was also tested by a comparison of expenditure on university administration 
with the relevant structures involved, taking into account factors which may cause 
higher administrative costs, eg number of examination periods, complexity of 
programmes offered etc.  These factors will be identified from the interviews with 
university administration staff in those institutions concerned. 
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 Where available, an analysis of student surveys on administrative efficiency 
 If the case study university had surveyed its students on their opinion of the 
administration’s efficiency, these results were also related to the type of organisation. 
 
5.2.1 Questionnaire Design 
 This is a very common method of data collection, “generally used when the purpose of 
the research is to generate findings from a proportion of a population (known as a 
sample) so that generalisations can be made about the behaviour, attitudes and/or 
opinions of the whole population from which the sample is drawn.” (McCormack & 
Hill, 1997:6) 
 
 Within the three case studies, two questionnaires were used as described in 5.2.  Both 
questionnaires were designed so that results could be analysed using SPSS, as this 
statistics software would allow cross-comparisons to be made.  Before distribution, 
each was tested by two relevant university staff members. 
 
 Questionnaire for Administrative Staff 
 The questionnaire for administrative staff was designed to collect information on the 
motivation and morale of staff, their position in the organisation, their views of the 
current systems and examples of good practice.  The questions were related to the 
motivational theories outlined in 3.3.1 and a copy is included as Appendix F. 
 
 There was a concern that staff would not respond in case their answers jeopardised 
their employment, so a covering letter was included with the questionnaire promising 
confidentiality to all individual responses. Respondents were not required to give 
contact information, but were given the opportunity if they did not object.  
 
 The questionnaire was distributed in between August 2000 and February 2003 either 
via the internal mail system at each university using names supplied by the Personnel 
Department or via School/Faculty Administrators or Heads of Department. Email was 
used if requested by the distributor, but was mostly avoided in case it was regarded 
as “spam” and ignored.  In order to make analysis easier, as many questions as 
possible required answers in a tick box or as numerical data.  However it was 
essential to include open questions to allow opinions to be made.   
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 Questionnaire for academic staff 
 The purpose of this survey was to assess the effectiveness of administrative systems 
and procedures from an academic viewpoint, identifying both areas of good practice 
and areas of concern. 
 
 The questions related to each of the main student administrative functions: 
admissions, student enrolment, assignment collection, examination arrangements, 
and maintenance of student computer records, together with general questions on 
efficiency and resources.  Where possible tick boxes were used, but open questions 
were also asked to complement the quantitative data.  A copy is included in Appendix 
G. 
 
 As with the administrative staff questionnaire, a covering letter was included which 
stressed confidentiality of responses.  It was distributed between February 2002 and 
February 2003 via School/Faculty Administrators, who were asked to target 
particularly those academic staff involved with course/programme administration. 
 
   
 The questionnaire responses were input into SPSS, and a statement of the results for 
each question was produced.  These results were then cross-referenced to other 
information to provide data on centralised and decentralised facilities in relation to the 
aims of each questionnaire. 
 
5.2.2 Case Study Format 
 In line with the aims for Stage 2 as stated in 5.1, the format of the case studies 
was designed to assess the administrative structure of the four universities in three 
distinct areas: 
 - motivation/morale 
 - effectiveness/efficiency 
 - examples of good practice 
 together with an examination of how the students records database may have 
influenced or been influenced by the administrative structure. 
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The universities taking part in the research were guaranteed anonymity, and 
therefore cannot be identified by name.  The four case studies can be compared in 
size and structure as follows: 
 
Table 5.1   Initial Comparison of Case Study Universities 
Universit
y 
Admin 
Structure 
FT 
students
¹ 
PT 
students
¹ 
No of 
Campuses 
No of 
Academi
cDivision
s 
Origin 
 
A 
 
Centralised 
 
9760 
 
1430 
 
4 
 
9 
 
Post 
1992 
 
B 
 
Mid-way 
 
17770 
 
8815 
 
3 
 
6 
 
Pre 1992 
 
C 
Mostly 
decentralised 
 
11895 
 
5040 
 
1 
 
6 
 
Post 
1992 
 
D 
 
Decentralise
d 
 
12770 
 
10805 
 
9 
 
9 
 
Post 
1992 
¹ Figures provided by HESA, 2000/2001, from the website www.HESA.ac.uk 
 
Smaller supplementary studies were also made of other university systems by 
interviewing relevant personnel, for example registrars and administrators. In 
each university, the study was carried out with the permission of an appropriate 
authority, eg a Pro Vice-Chancellor or University Registrar.  The methods used are 
as described in para 5.2. 
 
 The research for this second stage concentrated on the administrative systems to: 
 admit students 
 enrol students 
 administer coursework 
 administer exams and assessment boards 
but also considered the areas of overseas and research student administration and 
conferments.  These activities fit into the Student Services section of the Institution 
Mission as illustrated in Table 5.2: 
 
Table 5.2  Sample HEI information analysis: Institution Mission (extract from 
Hughes 2000:9) 
 
A B C D 
Learning and 
Teaching 
Research and 
Consultancy 
Student Services Managing the 
Institution 
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The activities within Student Services therefore operate alongside those for academic 
procedures such as Learning and Teaching, Research etc, but for the purposes of 
this research, they are being considered separately. 
 
 In order to understand the procedures for the 4 activities of student 
administration listed above, the basic requirements for each were mapped into 
models using the IDEF0 system of process modelling.  Guillén points out that 
“Models are useful to managers because they interpret the problem and provide 
practical guidelines for action.” (Guillén 1994: 75)  These IDEF0 models will generally 
be similar for each university, although the mechanisms used for each will vary.  
 
5.3 IDEF0 Process Modelling 
As described by Colquhoun and Baines (1993), IDEF0 (I-CAM Definition Technique) 
models “consist of a hierarchy of related diagrams. Each diagram is based on a 
diagonal row of boxes (normally between three and six boxes on each diagram) 
connected by a network of arrows.  The boxes represent activities which are 
described by an active verb phrase contained within the box.  Arrows represent the 
relationship between activities in terms of the information or objects shared, produced 
or required by activities. Arrows entering the left side of the box are activity inputs (I), 
arrows entering the top of a box are activity controls (C) and arrows leaving the right 
side of a box are outputs (O) as a result of activity.  Finally a mechanism (M) is a 
person, system or device associated with carrying out the activity and is shown as an 
arrow entering the base of a box.” 
 
Figure 5.1 shows the overall university process for student administration, using the 
technique described above.  This is explained in detail below. 
 
5.3.1 Node A-0:  Administer Students (Figure 5.1) 
 Looking at the whole student administration requirements, the process begins with 
the input of the student applications, together with their qualifications/ assessment 
results and funding/fees.  The final output will be a list of those students graduating, 
a list of dropouts/failures, and an archive of records and statistics. 
 
 The labour and mechanisms which perform the administration processes 
involve a combination of academic and administrative personnel using IT systems as 
the main tool to store and manipulate student records. 
 
 The controls governing the processes are: 
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 Quality Controls, from internal and external sources 
 Administrative procedures, set in place by the Registrar or equivalent to ensure 
efficient operation 
 Programme Admission and Assessment Criteria – usually set up by programme 
committees and ratified by Academic Board 
 Financial Controls and Fee Structure – to satisfy the requirements of auditors and 
ensure the viability of the organisation 
 Capacity and Infrastructure – controlling the numbers of students that the 
University can accommodate.  
 
From this overall view, it is possible to break down the administration into its key 
activities, and these are shown in Figure 5.2, Node A0. 
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Figure 5.1   IDEF0 Modelling, A-0 
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Figure 5.2   IDEF0 Modelling, A0 
 
USED AT: AUTHOR:  H.A.Glover                                                 DATE: 8.1.00  WORKING READER                     DATE CONTEXT: 
 PROJECT:  University Administrative System              REV: 14.7.03  DRAFT   
   RECOMMENDED   
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5.3.2 Administrative Processes 
 The key processes that make up the student administration are shown in Node A0 
in Figure 5.2.   
 
 The university administrative processes are cyclical through each academic year, 
beginning with the receipt of applications from students who are expected to 
receive or who have received qualifications of an appropriate level for the course 
for which they apply. 
 
 Those students who are accepted will arrive on the appointed date to begin their 
lectures.  They will go through processes of enrolment, assessment and, if 
successful, will receive awards. 
 
 These processes are detailed in the following paragraphs. 
 
5.3.2.1 Admit Student 
 Node A1, Admit Student, is expanded to show further detail in Figure 5.3. 
 
 Applications arrive in different ways, according to the type of student.  The three 
main types are UCAS applications for full-time undergraduates, direct applications 
for full-time postgraduates, and direct applications for all part-time students.  Some 
of these applications may be from outside the UK and may need special expertise 
to compare overseas qualifications with their UK equivalents. 
 
 In the case of UCAS applications, these have to be dealt with initially in a central 
office, as UCAS will only deal with one contact point and they have reporting 
procedures which must be followed.  For other types of application, the university 
has a choice whether to deal with these centrally or divisionally. 
 
 Node A11 in Figure 5.3 therefore consists of sorting and evaluating the applications.  
There will usually be an element of both central and divisional mechanisms for this 
operation, but the degree of each can vary considerably.  Some universities prefer 
to have straightforward decisions made by administrative staff centrally, with only 
non-standard applications being referred to academic staff.  At other universities, 
especially those where the programme regulations require interviews or 
consideration of portfolios, admissions may be wholly undertaken by divisional 
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staff.  However in each case, the decision on whether to make a 
conditional/unconditional offer or to reject the application has to be recorded (Node 
A12) and notified either to UCAS or to the student, depending on the type of 
application.  The number of offers made is governed by the capacity available for 
each course, and frequent calculations will be required to compare the forecast 
numbers to the HEFCE requirements.  As indicated in section 2.2, penalties are 
imposed on those universities who under or over-recruit.  On the basis of the 
number of offers made to them, the applicants then decide which institutions to 
choose as their first and second choices (Node A13).  The University may arrange 
Open Days to show prospective students what facilities and programmes are 
available. 
 
 Where decisions are made on estimated grades, it is not until the examination 
results are received that the decisions can be confirmed (Node A14), and these will 
then be notified to UCAS.   The successful applicants are set up on the university’s 
student record system (Node A15), and passed to the administrators concerned 
with sending out joining instructions. At this point, the total number of acceptances 
can be counted, and the number of vacancies can be advertised for the ‘clearing 
process’ (Node A16), to attract those applicants who have insufficient grades to 
take up conditional offers at their first or second choice institutions. 
 
 The main outcomes from this process are: 
 a list of accepted students, whose applications will go forward to set up 
records for their future programme requirements; 
 a list of rejected students, whose applications will be archived in case of 
any appeal; 
 reports on the recruited numbers, for external and internal requirements. 
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Figure 5.3   IDEF0 Modelling, A1 
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5.3.2.2   Enrolment (Node A2, Figure 5.2)  
 Joining instructions may be sent out centrally, divisionally or sometimes 
both.  These usually include accommodation details, course details, 
enrolment and induction timetables and other general information. 
 
 On arrival, the students will need to provide the university with their contact 
details, confirm fee payment details, collect pass cards, user names etc 
and agree to abide by the university regulations. In some cases they will 
need to produce proof of existing qualifications, and to obtain advice on 
which modules to choose to form a valid course of study. This is the 
purpose of the enrolment and induction processes, which often interlink. 
The enrolment/registration process usually acts as a check that the student 
has physically arrived, and until the process is complete, the student’s 
course of study will not be validated. 
 
 Some universities prefer to centralise any procedure which involves dealing 
with finance, and this may be a reason why there is often a centrally-
organised enrolment process, with a divisionally-organised course 
induction. 
 
 At the end of this process, the university would expect that: 
 the student’s records would be accurate; 
 fee payment methods would be organised; 
 students would know procedures and course details. 
 
5.3.2.3 Administer Coursework (Node A3, Figure 5.2) 
 Most universities now have modular units of assessment, and some modules 
may be valid for more than one course or programme.  Each module has 
specified assessment criteria, which may be wholly coursework or 
examination, or a ratio of each.  In some universities the module 
combinations are very flexible, and the extent of this was shown in section 
4.5.5.  In the past, there was a tendency for coursework to be handed in to 
the lecturer, but problems could arise if a piece of work was lost.  On the 
surface it would appear that the lecturer had mislaid this, but an alternative 
explanation could be that the student never handed any work in.  To avoid 
any such mishaps, recent practice is that a receipt is given for each piece of 
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work, and because of the time involved it is better for this to be handled by 
administrative staff. 
 With the increasing numbers of students, it has also become the practice to exact 
penalties when work is not handed in on time.  It is therefore particularly important to 
record exactly when a piece of work is received. 
 
 A typical process would be: 
 The lecturer notifies the administrator of the hand-in dates for a piece of 
assessment; 
 The administrator prints off a list of the relevant students from the student 
record database, and sets up a box for the work; 
 Students complete a cover sheet and receipt slip for each piece of work; 
 Students sign against their name as they hand in the work with the cover 
sheet attached, and the administrator time-stamps and signs the receipt; 
 After the deadline, the work received is checked against the signed list and 
prepared for collection by the lecturer; 
 The lecturer marks each piece of work, completing the cover sheet with 
marks and feedback.  A list of marks is supplied to the person responsible for 
recording assessment grades. 
 
5.3.2.4       Administer Examinations and Assessment Boards (Node A4, Figure 5.2) 
As described above, each unit of assessment is assessed by coursework,  
examination or a combination of both.  Most universities now have relational 
databases which enable module assessment criteria and also programme/course 
progression criteria to be cross-referenced.  This information needs to be updated 
at the beginning of each academic year to take into account any new modules or 
courses, and any revisions to existing ones. 
 
The students will have chosen their modules at the beginning of the academic year 
or semester (Section 5.3.2.2), and these would have been input to the student 
record database. Because students often change their choices after they have 
attended their first lectures, this involves updating their records throughout the 
semester.  If the student’s record is incorrect, entries for examinations will be 
wrong.  There may need to be some form of checking before examination 
schedules are finalised.  Node A41 in Figure 5.4 represents this procedure of 
updating the student record database which is done by administrative staff.  At the 
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same time information on expected examinations for the semester are usually sent 
out to divisional staff to ensure that all modules information is correct. 
 
As indicated in section 2.4, university databases are at varying stages of 
sophistication.  Some incorporate examination scheduling whilst others use a 
separate package and download the data from the main student record system.  
The schedule produced is normally circulated in draft form to allow students to 
check for clashes, and then is published in final form (Node A42).  Some 
universities send out individual examination timetables to each student, whilst 
others rely on the published schedules via Notice Boards and webpages. 
 
Meanwhile, lecturers are asked to produce examination papers and model 
answers, and the former are sent for photocopying after quality control procedures 
involving peer reviews and external examiners are completed (Node A43).  
Invigilation schedules are also circulated to divisions, so that lecturers can be 
scheduled to assist with examination invigilation, and rooms are arranged in liaison 
with the Estates Department (Node A44).  It may also be necessary to employ 
additional invigilation staff in some cases.  Administration staff put procedures in 
place for ensuring that examination papers and answer books are in place at the 
appropriate times, and also arrange collection and distribution of scripts for 
marking.  
 
  Node A45 denotes the procedures involved in collecting the marks from both 
examinations and coursework, presenting these to module and programme 
boards, and producing lists of students who have passed, failed, or who require 
resits. 
 
  Finally Node A46 represents the procedures involved in notifying students of their 
results with progression decisions.  This may involve sending out resit information 
and dealing with queries/appeals. 
 
5.3.2.5 Confer Awards (Node A5, Figure 5.2) 
 The procedures for conferment of awards involve the collation of all results for 
graduating students, liaison with photographers, gown suppliers, caterers, room 
hire, scheduling etc, and notification of arrangements to students.  It also includes 
87 
 
the production of certificates and ceremony booklets, and the coordination of staff 
involved in arranging seating, ushering attendees and presenting awards.  
 
 As all the case study universities had a special central office to deal with 
conferments, this research has not made a detailed study of these procedures. 
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5.4 Supplementary Studies 
 As indicated in section 5.2.2, smaller studies were made of other university 
systems, partly as a preliminary to the main case studies, and partly to act as 
a further comparison.  These small studies involved interviews with registrars 
or other key administrative staff within 4 universities to examine the levels of 
centralisation or decentralisation for their student administration.  Brief details 
of the universities concerned are shown in Table 5.3: 
 
 Table 5.3:   Details of Universities in Mini-studies 
Universit
y 
Admin 
Structure 
Total HE 
Students 
No of 
Campuses 
No of 
Academi
c 
Divisions 
Origin 
E 
Decentralise
d 
10200 2 5 
Post 
1992 
F 
Decentralise
d 
18000 1 8 Pre 1992 
G 
Decentralise
d 
22400 2 7 
Post 
1992 
H Centralised 23800 
1 (+2 small 
sites) 
7 Pre 1992 
 
 
5.4.1 University E 
 University E has two campuses in separate towns, with five faculties, some of 
which have devolved management.  It has around 10200 students in higher 
education and became a university after the 1992 changes. The interview with 
an administrative manager took place in 1997, and helped to inform the 
questions for the macro questionnaire. 
 The student record database was linked between the two campuses, and 
performed most of the required facilities by the use of downloading into add-
on systems.  Each faculty is responsible for its own input into the database, 
and only a restricted number of academics have access.  The add-on 
packages to the basic database cover: 
 awards ceremony lists 
 examination timetabling 
 examination marks 
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 course structure 
 
Admissions, enrolment, awards ceremony administration, examinations and 
assignment collection are mainly done at faculty level, with a central 
coordination provided for admissions, examinations, and overseas students.  
Validation of programmes is mainly at faculty level, with a ratification by the 
University Panel. 
 
A reason given for the decentralised structure was that “it was important for 
the students to have a clear identity with their academic group, and this was 
only achieved by having local administrative offices for each academic unit, so 
that tutors became familiar, and networking facilitated”. (Glover 1994:46) 
 
For a decentralised university, the spend on administration (from HESA 
statistics 1997/8) was quite high at over £600 per student per annum.  
Announcements had been made that administrative staff needed to be 
reduced by 20%, so attempts were being made to curb the administration 
costs. 
 
5.4.2 University F 
 University F is an old, established university occupying a city centre site with 7 
faculties and 1 school .  An interview with the Academic Secretary took place 
in 1997, and provided an insight into university organisation to assist in the 
design for the macro questionnaire. 
 
 The student administration serves 18000 students and  is almost completely 
decentralised, with the central administration consisting of 6 departments: 
 
 Office of Academic Secretary  
 Office of Director of Finance 
 Office of Director of Estates and Services 
 Office of Director of Personnel 
 Office of Head of Research and Graduate Support Unit 
 Office of Head of Strategic Policy, Planning and Information Unit. 
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 There are six staff in the Academic Secretary’s office.  The detailed 
administration is dealt with at faculty level, but functions like the organisation 
of examinations, liaison with LEAs re student loans etc are all done centrally.  
The faculty administrative officers have regular meetings with the Registrar 
and the Academic Secretary, and they also meet six times a year to discuss 
the Senate agenda.  At the time of the interview, the following tasks were 
performed at faculty level: 
 Assessment Board servicing; 
 Student Files; 
 Research student administration (with central steer); 
 Enrolment (manual); 
 Assignment collection; 
 Modular scheme administration. 
 
Central departments dealt with: 
 Input to student records database; 
 Awards/conferments; 
 Overseas students – central coordination with International Public Relations 
Officer; 
 
Validation of programmes is performed in a two tier process, with the details 
evaluated at faculty level and final approval by the Senate Academic 
Standards Committee. 
 
The university has a devolved faculty structure, with Deans having quite a lot 
of autonomy, although recruitment of staff has to be approved by the Vice-
Chancellor.  Funds are allocated according to a formula based mainly on 
student numbers with other factors taken into account, and Deans have 
freedom within guidelines to allocate resources. 
 
The student record database keeps the basic information on each student, 
together with their degree classification, but does not store module marks.  It 
is able to provide reports for awards ceremony administration and 
examinations timetabling, and is linked into the admissions records.  Access 
to the database was limited to administrative staff at the time of the study. 
 
91 
 
The decentralised structure was felt to be the most effective with the number 
of students at the University.  The Academic Secretary could not see any 
advantages to be gained by more centralisation.  This University does adhere 
therefore to the traditional administrative structure. 
 
5.4.3 University G 
 An interview with the Academic Registrar at University G took place in 2002, 
to supplement the detailed case studies.  The University is a post-1992 
university which has a mainly decentralised administration.  It has seven 
faculties on two campuses, serving 22400 students.  There was a 
restructuring in 1997 from 12 schools with a high degree of centralisation, 
because a lot of problems had arisen. 
 
 Each faculty has a Faculty Manager, but there are no school managers.  The 
school administration is done mainly by the faculty office.  The central 
administration office has 10 staff, who distribute applications for admission, 
give a central steer for enrolments, and arrange the examination schedule. 
 
 Each faculty has 3-4 staff in a Recruitment and Admissions Office who are 
responsible for obtaining decisions on applications.  Following a Board 
decision, admissions administrators are able to make the majority of standard 
decisions based on set criteria, and non-standard applications are referred to 
the academic admissions tutors.  The download to UCAS is supervised 
centrally. 
 
 Enrolment is completely decentralised, with the central Registry preparing ID 
cards and stationery, eg enrolment packs are sent out centrally.  Manual 
enrolment is used in the week prior to the start of teaching.  Module choices 
are put into the students records database by the faculty staff to strict 
deadlines.  An enrolment planning group brings together the central and 
faculty staff, and this begins each academic year with a debriefing after the 
enrolment period to build on the experience and make improvements for the 
next year.  The teaching schedule is prepared using separate software. 
 
 The examinations schedule and most of the examination organisation is 
prepared centrally, using a separate system which uploads information from 
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the central database.  The examination papers are prepared in the faculty 
office, but the centre arranges the duplication and distriibution to the rooms.  
Lecturers do not invigilate at all – there is a collection of retired lecturers etc 
who are called upon each year. 
 
 The Examiners’ Boards are managed by the faculties, but they are “policed”  
by the central staff who ensure that consistent standards are maintained.  A 
member of the central office attends each award level board.  The student 
record system is able to provide reports showing the students’ marks and it 
also prints out the letter to notify results to the students.   
 
 The central student database has been in place several years, replacing the 
separate databases which used to be maintained by the faculties.  All 
lecturers are able to have read-only access, but there is a requirement to take 
a 2-hour training session before this is allowed. 
 
5.4.4 University H 
 A mini study of University H was undertaken in July 2003 to supplement the 
information about centralised student administration.  In view of the difficulties 
encountered with the student database at University A, it was felt that a further 
study would show an alternative viewpoint of the centralised system. 
 
 University H is a pre-1992 university with 7 nominal faculties and 
approximately 80 departments/schools being the main budgetary units to 
serve around 23800 students.  There is one large main campus, and two 
small subsidiary sites. It has a large proportion of research funding (22%) and 
some endowment funds (2%), but in the mid ‘90s, when the administration 
was decentralised, it ran into financial difficulties.  As a result of this, staff 
were offered voluntary redundancy, and the majority of the faculty 
administrators took this opportunity.  Because of the financial difficulties and 
the loss of key administrative staff, it was decided to restructure the student 
administration.  This involved centralising all faculty administrative services, 
including those relating to undergraduate students, taking a “business re-
engineering” approach.  Departments/schools retained a small complement of 
administrative staff, up to approximately 6 depending on the size of the unit.  
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The Senior Assistant Registrar of the University gave me the following 
information about this structure. 
 
5.4.4.1 Admissions 
 There is a centralised recruitment and admissions office which deals with the 
coordination and distribution of all applications, eg UCAS, GTTR, Social 
Work, clearing and postgraduate, etc.  However all the admissions decisions 
are made by academic staff.  The work is divided into subject areas which are 
allocated to admissions teams, and there is a service level agreement in place 
which dictates the maximum turn-round times for decisions. 
 
5.4.4.2 Enrolment/Registration 
 All new students go through an on-line enrolment process.  This involves each 
student sitting at a terminal alongside a member of staff, who takes them 
through the screens.  Temporary staff is employed to assist with this, and a 
total of 40 operators assist the students over 6-7 full days in a system that 
averages 15 minutes processing time per student.  The service level 
agreement for enrolment states that the maximum total time, including 
queuing, should not exceed 1 hour.  Generally this is adhered to, but there are 
sometimes difficulties which can cause delays.  The administrative staff aim to 
provide class lists by the end of the registration week for 95% of the records 
available, and this increases to 98% by the first week of the semester. 
  
 Returning students enrol by post.  After the assessment boards, successful 
students receive a statement of results together with a registration form. 
 
5.4.4.3 Assignment Collection 
 Assignment collection is decentralised to the departments/schools by the 
departmental clerical/secretarial staff.  There are plans to incorporate facilities 
for recording assignment hand-ins on the student record database, but the 
use of this system will not be enforced. 
 
5.4.4.4 Examinations Administration 
 The central office produces the examinations schedule and coordinates all the 
arrangements, but the departments are responsible for providing the 
examination question papers in a set format ready for printing.  The 
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departments usually have some form of examinations secretary who would 
collect the question papers and liaise with external examiners.   
 
 The central examinations scheduling software is separate from the main 
student records system, but is able to download information from it. 
 
 Academics are not required to invigilate – this is arranged by the central staff 
using a regular cohort of temporary staff, largely research students or retired 
members of staff.  There does however need to be an academic contact for 
each examination in case of problems with the question papers. 
 
 The assessment boards are run with a two tier system – module boards and 
progression boards.  The module boards are held within the relevant 
department/school, but the progression and overall degree classifications are 
confirmed at faculty level.  The progression boards are serviced by central 
staff, and the implementation varies from faculty to faculty.  The practices 
within the different disciplines have made it difficult to standardise this. 
 
 Assessment marks are input to templates by academics or secretaries in the 
department/school.  These are then uploaded to the central database. 
 
5.4.4.5 Awards Ceremonies 
 These are arranged by a central ceremonies office which also arranges 
special lectures or important visits etc.  The central systems allows downloads 
of information for the awards ceremonies. 
 
5.4.4.6 Student Record System 
 The central student database is a web-based system derived from the Oracle-
based Delphic family from the MAC initiative mentioned in section 2.3, but with 
many amendments made in-house.  Before the centralisation, the student 
record system was not always reliable and faculties relied more on local 
databases.  However since the change in 1996, the system had become more 
robust and since every academic can have access with no training necessary, 
it has become the key source of information for academics and 
administrators.   
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 Students have the ability to check and update some parts of their records, eg 
addresses.  This is not a “dynamic” change, in that it gets filtered by the 
Computing Services Department to ensure that only valid changes are made. 
 
 Programme/course information is input by the Computing Services 
Department, whereas individual student records are maintained by the 
Student Administration.  There is an administrative unit for quality which 
oversees the validation of programmes/courses, and there are sometimes 
discrepancies occurring because of the number of processes between the 
design of the course in the department/school, the quality unit and the input by 
Computing Services. 
 
5.4.4.7 Process of Change 
 The change to a centralised administrative structure was managed by a 
project team, with individuals on the team taking the lead for various staffing 
matters.  To some extent the administrative sections are divided by function, 
eg an admissions and recruitment section, but within these sections there is a 
faculty-based team so that there is a single point of contact for the relevant 
departments/schools.  The Senior Assistant Registrar pointed out that “this 
has encouraged the building up of a rapport with academic departments since 
regular contacts are now often between the same members of staff.” 
 
 As indicated earlier, the change was necessitated by financial problems 
leading to redundancies, and there was little opportunity to prepare staff for 
the change in the traditional “unfreezing” way (see section 3.3.1).  However 
the call for redundancies had already prepared the way to some extent.  
Although there was no real consultation, key academic and administrative 
officers were conferred with and training and presentation sessions were 
arranged to forge effective working relationships with faculties and 
departments.  After the implementation, there was a consultation and 
feedback stage, and changes were made in response to the comments 
received.  A customer consultation group comprising approximately fifteen 
academic and support staff from a range of  departments throughout the 
university has proved a useful forum for gathering further feedback. 
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 There was a lot of concern from the deans in the early stages, particularly 
from retiring academics.  However because of the “rotation” of deans, there 
has not been any permanent opposition. 
 
5.4.4.8 Motivation of Staff 
 The Senior Assistant Registrar considered that the new structure, because it 
was based on academic department groupings, enabled individual staff 
members the opportunity to see whole jobs through from start to finish, as 
compared with the previous structure which involved many staff in particular 
aspects of a single function.  He advised that there was a stable staff with low 
turnover, and felt that motivation was improved in the centralised system. 
 
 He pointed out that jobs tended to be more specialised now, so they had lost 
the generalist approach where faculty staff would be able to handle many 
different aspects such as personnel, recruitment, etc.  He considered that the 
majority of the responsibility for tasks was with the people who had the control 
over the work.  Seventy percent of enquiries were able to be handled in the 
Student Information Department.  Academic Departments would often need to 
send students to the central “One Stop Shop” with queries. 
 
5.4.4.9 Benefits of the Change 
 In the initial stages of the change, the redundancies had meant the loss of 
many high grade staff, so that the new structure had lower staff costs.  
However these costs increase as the staff become more experienced and 
reach the higher grades. 
 
 The most noticeable benefits have been the reduction in duplication of work 
and double-handling, the improved control of the central records leading to a 
robust information system, and the ability to coordinate training programmes 
for the administrators. 
 
5.5 Summary 
This section has outlined the methods used for Stage 2 of the research, and 
also provided an overview of the administrative processes which form the 
basis of the four case studies which are documented in the next four sections, 
as well as giving background information on the case study institutions.  To 
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supplement the detailed case studies, four mini studies provided an insight 
into the different ways to structure administrative processes. 
 
 
 It was explained that the case studies are concentrating particularly on: 
- motivation/morale 
 - effectiveness/efficiency 
 - examples of good practice 
 together with an examination of how the students records database may have 
influenced or been influenced by the administrative structure. 
 
 The administrative procedures concerned are: 
 admissions 
 enrolment 
 collection of assignments 
 examinations 
 student records 
but the areas of overseas and research student administration and 
conferments are also considered.  IDEF0 models were produced to show how 
these procedures interrelate in the complete cycle of student administration. 
 
 This section has therefore given a background setting for the case studies 
which are detailed in the following sections. 
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CHAPTER 6: CASE STUDY OF UNIVERSITY A 
 
 
 
 
[The information for this case study has been obtained from structured interviews, questionnaires, 
university documents and webpages during the research, as described in section 5.2.  Where other 
sources are used, these are quoted. Full summaries of all questionnaire results are included in the 
Appendices H & J.] 
 
 
6.1 Background 
University A is a former Higher Education institution which achieved university status soon 
after the abolition of the binary line between universities and polytechnics in 1992, and 
has therefore had to set up procedures in line with its new status.  At the time of the study 
from 1999-2001, the university had approximately 12,000 HE students (full-time and part-
time), with a further 16,000 in FE programmes and franchises.  It employs around 410 
academic/research and 480 administrative and support staff across four main campuses.  
Of the latter, there are 86 employees in central student administration, 68 in school-based 
student administration and 326 in other administrative functions. 
 
Compared to older universities with a strong research reputation, University A has a low 
rate of income.  Its income profile is shown in Figure 6.1: 
 
 
In 1992 University A changed its structure radically from 5 faculties with a decentralised 
administrative structure to 9 schools with an almost completely centralised administration.  
The rationale behind the changes to administrative structure was given as: 
Figure 6.1:  Income Profile for University A
46%
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Quote 
- central coordination and computerisation of student programme data; 
- avoidance of duplication of ‘bureaucracies’ for examinations, admissions, student 
records etc. 
- economies of scale in larger University Site Offices and for dealing with enquiries 
(back-up, holiday cover etc); 
- the opportunity to review the administrative career structure. 
Unquote (Glover 1994:46) 
 
A plan of the administrative structure established in August 1994 is shown in Figure 6.2.   
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Figure 6.2:  University A:  Administrative Structure 1994 
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Figure 6.3:  University A: Student Office Team Structure 1997 
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Each school was allotted a School Administrator with a minimum of staff for 
academic support, and the majority of student support was taken to a central office 
which became known as the Student Information Centre in 1996.  This Centre has 
separate sections for  
 Admissions 
 Examinations and Conferments 
 Research Office 
 International Office 
 Assignments Office 
 
plus Administrative Officers, each responsible for a range of programmes and 
courses, including a “pick and mix” combined module programme.  Figure 6.3 
shows the team structure for these Administrative Officers as it appeared in 1997.  
When there is a heavy workload in one area, staff from another section will be 
available to assist.  The Student Information Centre works closely with Operations 
Support, Finance, Quality Support and Academic Information Systems which 
oversees the development of the Student Records Database.  There are additional 
small units to administer outreach development and franchises overseas with over 
5000 students. 
 
The university operates through two semesters, with the main examination periods 
in January and May each year. 
 
This case study looks at the student administrative processes as outlined in 
Chapter 5, differentiating between those tasks undertaken by the school 
administrative staff (decentralised) and those within the central Student Information 
Centre (centralised). 
 
From the questionnaire responses in 1998, the percentage of centralisation/ 
decentralisation of student administrative processes was as follows: 
 Student Admissions – 70% central 
 Enrolment of Students – 90% central 
 Maintenance of Student Files – 90% central 
 Receipt of Assignments – 90% central 
 Recording marks on Student database – 90% school-based 
 Examination Scheduling – 90% central 
 Examination Preparation – 90% central 
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 Assessment/Exam Board Minuting & Servicing – 90% central 
 Maintenance of Student Computer Records – 90% central 
 Administration of Modular Scheme – 90% central 
 Administration of programme/course validations – 80% school-based 
 Administration for overseas students – 50:50 
 Administration for research students – 90% central 
 Student enquiries – 90% central 
 
As part of this case study, two questionnaires were sent to samples of academic 
and administrative staff, as outlined in section 5.2.  At University A, 120 
questionnaires were distributed to administrative staff in August 2000 and 250 
questionnaires were distributed to academic staff in February 2002.  From 
academic staff 27 responses were received (11% return), and 34 were returned 
from administrative staff (29% return).  It should be noted in considering the 
academic responses that this university had changed to new software for its 
student database in August 1999, and was experiencing some problems 
integrating the new system. 
 
In the questionnaire for academic staff, one question asked “In your opinion, is the 
student administration as efficient as it can be with the current resources?”  From 
the 27 responses received, the majority felt that it was not as efficient as it could be 
and the rating is shown in figure 6.4. 
The academic views on resources provided for student administration within 
University A are as charted in Figure 6.5: 
0
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Figure 6.4: Efficiency of Student Administration within 
Resources available (% of academic responses, University 
A)
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The indication from this graph is that the student administration is considered to be 
under-resourced by the majority. 
 
In the structured interviews it was noted that, since reducing the numbers of 
administrative staff in the schools to bring the student support into a central facility, 
there had been a tendency for deans to gradually build up their school office staff 
again.  
 
6.2 Method of Operation for Student Administration 
 In order to provide specific areas of comparison, five administrative areas were 
selected for detailed comparison with the other universities in the case study, 
namely Admissions, Examinations, Assignment Collection, Enrolment and Student 
Records.  These areas were chosen because they are fundamental to student 
administration, and can vary from being centralised to school-based. 
 
From the study of the above areas, the following methods of operation were 
documented and appraised. 
 
6.2.1 Admissions Administration 
6.2.1.1 Description 
The central Admissions Offices in University A had 8.2 FTE staff spread between 3 
campuses.  These deal with full-time undergraduate applications, postgraduate 
applications for two schools, and provision of statistical information.  From an 
estimated 80,000 applications dealt with each year, the central Admissions Office 
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makes approximately 70% of the decisions, and 30% are referred to admissions 
tutors in the schools.  Part-time applications are dealt with by the school 
admissions staff. 
 
For the undergraduate admissions, which form the largest portion of the work, the 
applications arrive on line from UCAS, confirmed by hard copy.  The applications 
are divided according to the campus concerned, and then matched to criteria by 
the central Admissions Office staff.  If a clear decision cannot be made, then the 
application is referred to the relevant school admissions tutor. The school 
administrator has very little to do with admissions, except to pick up any UCAS 
forms which require an academic decision, distribute to the academics and ensure 
that they are returned. 
 
The central Admissions Office is also responsible for inputting decisions on-line to 
UCAS, inviting successful applicants to the Open Days, producing regular 
statistics, checking A-level results, issuing joining instructions and assisting school 
admissions tutors with ‘Clearing’ hot lines. 
 
6.2.1.2 Appraisal 
 Questionnaire responses were received from 27 academic staff in University A, of 
which 52% had a direct involvement with the admissions processes.  Summary 
data from these responses is attached as Appendix H.  Figure 6.6 shows the rating 
given for the effectiveness of the centralised admissions procedures and 
mechanisms. 
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 Of those directly involved, 47% considered that there were changes which would 
improve the systems.  These changes related to: 
 Using emailed application forms to speed up processes; 
 More liaison between programme leaders and central admissions staff; 
 More programme knowledge required by central staff; 
 Using a dedicated member of staff; 
 Improving accuracy of data on applicants. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages of the current system have been summarised 
in the table 6.1: 
Table 6.1:  Advantages and Disadvantages of Centralised Admissions 
Procedures (from academic questionnaire responses, University A) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 A reduced workload for academics; 
 
 Lack of control for academics; 
 Difficult to make a personal impact 
on students except at Open Days; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 The use of experienced staff giving a 
fast turnround; 
 
 Sometimes slow and less dynamic; 
 Paperwork gets lost because of 
tortuous routing; 
 Poor product knowledge centrally; 
 Lack of central involvement with 
programmes, therefore lack of 
interest for those programmes; 
 Lack of communication or wrong 
communication. 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Consistency and equality of 
decisions; 
 Not possible to make allowances 
for special circumstances; 
 Academics are unable to make a 
judgement on most promising 
students; 
Relating to Computer Records 
 The coordination of a central 
database giving access to generic 
statistics. 
 Information on numbers of 
applicants too slow to be 
disseminated; 
 No direct access to applications or 
records for academics; 
 Inaccurate data held re applicants. 
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 The indications for effectiveness and efficiency are therefore that the systems are 
between good and satisfactory.  There are signs that academics are not happy at 
losing the control over the type of student admitted or the access to statistical data, 
but they see the advantages in consistency of practices and centrally-available 
statistics. 
  
6.2.2 Examinations Administration 
6.2.2.1 Description 
 The central Examinations Office is staffed by 11 FTE employees plus the manager, 
and is spread over 3 campuses.  The main responsibilities are: 
 Monitoring and organising appointment of external examiners; 
 Scheduling examinations; 
 Collecting examination questions from academics and typing; 
 Sending typed papers to external examiners for comments, and organising any 
amendments required; 
 Arranging rooms and invigilation for examinations; 
 Distributing papers for marking; 
 Arranging Assessment Board dates and rooms; 
 Scheduling Assessment Board secretaries; 
 Co-ordinating minutes and final marks printouts; 
 Keeping Assessment Board records. 
 
The central Examinations and Conferments Office sends out a request in 
September for confirmation of the examination schedule, and also requests copy 
for examination papers with a deadline of mid October (Autumn semester) and mid 
February (Spring semester).  Copy has to be submitted by hand, either on paper or 
disc, and a receipt is given.  If papers are sent by post or by email, then lecturers 
are asked to submit a new paper to avoid a breach of confidentiality.  The papers 
are typed in the correct format, and lecturers are asked to call and check them. 
 
These papers, or a representative sample of them, are then sent to external 
examinations by the central office.  Some courses have special arrangements and 
the schools deal with the external examiners.  When the examiners’ feedback is 
received by the central office, lecturers are asked to call and amend as necessary, 
and finally to sign off the paper when all is correct.  The central office arranges for 
photocopying under confidential cover. 
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The examinations schedule is constructed alongside this procedure, again by the 
central office in liaison with the schools.  Invigilators are allocated by the schools, 
and the list of requirements is sent out with the module leaders named as lead 
invigilator.  It is the school’s responsibility to ensure that the invigilators arrive at the 
appointed times. 
 
For the examinations timetabling, a software package called ‘Exam Scheduler’ is 
used which downloads information from the main student record system.  The 
provisional examination timetable is published on noticeboards and on the website.  
No ID cards are produced for examinations, the students sign in on attendance 
sheets as they arrive. 
 
The larger examination rooms are set out by central administrative staff, but 
invigilators collect the papers and set up the smaller rooms.  There are two centre 
staff who patrol smaller rooms with mobile phones to check for any problems.  
Completed examination scripts are held centrally, and can be signed out 
immediately by module leaders for marking.  Anonymous marking is being 
considered but has not yet been implemented. 
 
In the examinations processes, the school academics are responsible for supplying 
the examination paper copy for typing, checking the typed papers, providing 
invigilators for examinations, marking assessments on schedule, inputting 
assessment marks into the central Student Record System, and providing 
academic support on assessment boards. 
 
For assessment boards, the central Examinations and Conferments Office sets out 
the schedule for both module and programme assessment boards and assigns an 
administrative officer to prepare agendas, papers and minutes for each board.  It 
also liaises with external examiners in each case. The administrative officers are 
provided by all the central student administration departments, and training 
sessions are provided for this work.  
 
Once the marks have been input to the Student Records System by the schools 
and signed off for accuracy, the assessment board administrator is able to print 
and prepare the marks sheets and make notes of extenuating circumstances 
applications.  The administrator is responsible for ensuring that the board is 
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conducted according to the programme or module regulations, and for the input of 
decisions on to the student record database after the meeting.  The same 
administrator also prepares and sends out the results letters, as well as putting up 
results on the relevant notice board. 
 
6.2.2.2 Appraisal 
 From the 27 academic respondents to the questionnaire, 85% claimed a direct 
involvement with examinations processes. Summary data from these responses is 
attached as Appendix H. The evaluation of the effectiveness for the school of these 
processes is shown in figure 6.7: 
 
 Of those academic respondents directly involved with Examinations, 43% felt that 
there were changes which would improve the systems.  The changes 
recommended were: 
 Decentralisation to decrease the length of time between the examination paper 
submission and the examination date; 
 Better tracking of resit candidates to avoid setting unnecessary examination 
papers; 
 Liaison with the external examiners to be arranged by schools; 
 Invigilation by PhD students rather than academics; 
 Anonymous marking; 
 Allow lecturers to distribute examinations timetables and provide these at an 
earlier date; 
 Improve tracking of examination papers status. 
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The advantages and disadvantages of the current centralised examination 
procedures listed in the questionnaires are summarised in table 6.2: 
 
 Table 6.2:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Centralised Examinations System 
(Academic Perspective, University A) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 The central staff give reminders for what 
is required; 
 There is less work for the school; 
 The submission deadline for papers 
is too long before the examination 
date; 
 Academics find it easy to lose track 
of what has to be done; 
 The system puts extra loops in the 
procedures for compiling and 
approving examination papers; 
 Tight deadlines ensue; 
 There is a lack of personal contact 
with external examiners; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 The organisation is efficient; 
 There is central coordination; 
 The centre has a lack of knowledge 
about the programmes; 
 The process is prone to error; 
 There are too few staff and the 
workload is too high; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Standardised examination 
procedures and regulations; 
 Double checks prevent errors on 
papers; 
 
 
From the questionnaire responses and interviews with academic staff, the 
effectiveness of the examination procedures is rated on average as good, with 
22% giving a ‘very good’ rating.  A frequent comment about the systems was that 
the examination papers had to be prepared very early in the semester to get 
through the complicated procedures. 
 
 112 
The central standardisation and coordination are noted as the main advantages, 
but academics miss the liaison with external examiners and feel that the lack of 
programme knowledge by central staff causes difficulties in the processes. 
 
6.2.3 Assignments Collection 
6.2.3.1 Description 
In University A, all assessments are collected centrally on each campus, at the 
Assignments Office. 
 
The school academic staff provide assessment titles and hand-in dates, which are 
input to the Student Record database by the Centre.  Students hand in to the 
assignments counter between strict opening times, and receive a date-stamped, 
signed receipt for each piece of work.   The receipt is also recorded on the 
database.  After the deadline has passed, a list of received assignments is printed 
off for each title, and each piece of work is checked off against this list.  A memo is 
then sent to the module leader to advise that the work is ready for collection. 
 
The central assignments counter is usually staffed by one or two people, but at 
peak times extra staff is seconded from the central student office.  On the main 
campus the Assignments Office has 8 computer stations available and deals with 
around 56000 assignments per academic year. The bulk of these are received 
towards the end of each semester, when the number of assignment deadlines 
each week increases rapidly.  The office frequently has to cope with the receipt of 
over 1000 assignments in one day during these periods. 
 
6.2.3.2 Appraisal  
Seventy-eight percent of the 27 academic respondents had a direct involvement 
with assignment collection processes.  Figure 6.8 shows the overall rating of the 
systems for the administrative procedures and mechanisms : 
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However in spite of the high degree of satisfaction with the effectiveness of the 
systems, 65% felt that changes would improve the systems, as follows: 
 The allowance of on-line submission to the lecturer; 
 An on-line system to notify the Assignments Office of assignment titles and 
deadlines; 
 More than one submission point; 
 More staff to increase speed of turn-round at peak periods; 
 Improvement of accuracy of student records used for assignment listings; 
 An alphabetical sorting of assignments; 
 Eliminate queues; 
 Increased flexibility. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages noted by the academics for the existing 
system are summarised in table 6.3: 
 
 Table 6.3:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Centralised Assignments Collection 
(Academic Perspective, University A) 
 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Reduces work for school staff; 
 Reduces student traffic in school 
corridors; 
 Students cannot slip late assignments 
 Difficult for alternative hand-in 
methods, eg on-line submission; 
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under the door; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Notification excellent; 
 
 Lack of programme/course 
knowledge by central staff; 
 Timing/phasing of all assignments 
presents a heavy workload; 
 At peak times, there are delays 
before assignments are ready for 
collection; 
 Some assignments are bulky and 
more suitable for hand-in to 
lecturer; 
 Scripts get misplaced; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Central record of receipt; 
 Security and coordination; 
 Transparent and consistent practices 
for all students; 
 Student receive receipts; 
 No proper check maintained of 
referrals and deferrals; 
Relating to Student Experience 
 Students are fully informed about the 
standardised procedures. 
 Queues at Assignments Office are 
too long; 
 Mass procedures are off-putting for 
students. 
 
The main advantages were seen as standardisation and improved record keeping, 
with the provision of receipts giving the students security for their assignment 
submission.  The disadvantages were related to the mass collection at peak times, 
when the resources are stretched.  With as many as 1000 assignments being 
handed in at one counter on one day, the queues lengthen throughout the day, and 
the pressure increases the chances for assignments to be filed in the wrong place.  
On average, there is a turn-round time for scripts of 1-2 days, but at peak times 
there may be up to a week’s delay. 
 
In the results of a university-led student survey for the combined subject 
programme,  82% of the responding students on the main campus considered that 
the arrangement for handing in assignments were satisfactory, and the most 
frequent complaint was shortage of staff, resulting in long queues. 
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6.2.4 Enrolment of Students 
6.2.4.1 Description 
 The enrolment process at University A provides a confirmation that each student 
has physically arrived at the University and ensures that their addresses and choice 
of modules are recorded accurately into the Student Record System.  It also allows 
distribution of university regulations, guidelines and information, and checks 
payment arrangements. 
 
 Enrolment processes are slightly different for part-time, full-time, overseas and 
research students, but as far as possible electronic enrolment is used for all 
students.  Where necessary, a manual process is used for those students unable to 
be present for electronic enrolment. 
 
 The enrolment process is coordinated centrally, but draws staff from all 
administrative areas, both central and school-based, to guide the students through 
the stages, which are set out as a sequence of computer stations in a large hall or 
series of adjacent rooms. 
 
 The process involves the following: 
1. Central administrative staff prepares course and module information on the 
Student Records Database, according to validated programmes, ready for 
downloading into the enrolment computer package; 
2. Students discuss their module selections with academic staff, and Module 
Choice Forms are completed by students and signed by academic staff; 
3. At scheduled times, students check in at the Enrolment Reception Desk, and 
are allocated a student number; 
4. A digital camera takes a photograph of each student, and this is stored in 
the enrolment computer programme; 
5. Students enter their personal data into the enrolment database, following on-
screen instructions.  Where possible, information from their Admissions 
Forms is already entered for them.  Depending on their computer 
proficiency, this may take from 5 minutes to 45 minutes. 
6. On completion, the information is printed on to an Enrolment Form, which 
the student is asked to check and sign. 
7. The signed Enrolment Form is taken to the Enrolment Officers, who make a 
final check, put in payment details, and sign on behalf of the University. 
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8. Where payment is required from the student, this is receipted by the cashier.  
Otherwise the Enrolment Officer receipts the form, and gives a copy to the 
student as proof of enrolment. 
 
 A key advantage of using electronic enrolment is that it should be possible to 
provide lists of student by module or programme immediately after the enrolment 
period. 
 
6.2.4.2 Appraisal 
In the questionnaire survey, 56% of the 27 respondents considered that they were 
directly involved in the enrolment processes.  The overall rating of effectiveness for 
the school of the administrative processes can be seen in figure 6.9: 
 Of those involved with enrolment, 84% considered that there were changes which 
would improve the systems.  The recommendations are summarised below: 
 Allow more flexibility within the systems; 
 Have remote enrolment where possible; 
 Have an enrolment officer dedicated to each school; 
 Anticipate and manage queues with appropriate resources; 
 Ensure robust, tested computer systems; 
 Eliminate the need for information to be entered more than once; 
 Improve accuracy of input data; 
 Bring in more enrolment stations/staff; 
 Improve procedures for distance learning students; 
 Allow overseas students to enrol with International Office. 
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 Table 6.4 summarises the advantages and disadvantages highlighted by academic 
staff in the questionnaire survey: 
 
 Table 6.4:  Advantages and Disadvantages of a Centralised Registration/ 
Enrolment System (Academic Perspective, University A) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Less administration work for 
academics; 
 
 Inflexible for non-standard 
programmes; 
 School administrative staff are 
required to assist with enrolment; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Fees are taken at a central point; 
 
 Lack of resources and poor working 
of equipment affects efficiency; 
 Inaccurate records produced; 
 Slow processes; 
 Lack of programme knowledge by 
central staff; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Consistent procedures;  Lack of accountability; 
Relating to Computer Records 
 Computerised input by students; 
 Provides a central record; 
 The computer system frequently 
goes wrong; 
Relating to Student Experience 
 Uniform system for students.  Impersonal; 
 Students have complained of long 
queues; 
 Does not allow for requirements of 
mature managers enrolling for 
professional programmes; 
 Distance Learning students are not 
effectively enrolled. 
 
 The advantages again focus on standardisation and central record facilities, but it 
was apparent from responses that there is a large amount of dissatisfaction with 
the inflexibility of the systems and the unreliability of the computer equipment.  
 118 
Some academics felt that there were inadequate resources to enrol such a large 
number of students without long queues of students and slow turn-round times. 
 
 Following the introduction of computerised enrolment, the expected benefit of 
immediate lists of students by module has not fully materialised, in that the 
information is sometimes not available as quickly as module leaders require. 
  
6.2.5 Student Records 
6.2.5.1 Description 
 Paperwork files for each student are stored in the central Student Information 
Centre by course/programme.  These will include the original application, a copy of 
the enrolment form, and any subsequent correspondence. 
 
 In August 1999, a new student record database system was introduced.  A difficulty 
in continuity with the former database records caused many problems in producing 
marks sheets for assessment boards.   
 
 The procedures for capturing data and ensuring accuracy are as follows: 
a) The applications data for each accepted student is downloaded into the 
student record system from the UCAS transmission.  This, together with all 
information required for enrolment, is uploaded into enrolment software.  
Each student completes any outstanding information, eg addresses, 
modules, within the enrolment process as detailed above. 
b) Routine checks are made to ensure that data conforms to expectations, and 
any manual enrolment forms (for latecomers, franchise students etc) are 
added by the Academic Information System staff. 
c) Alterations to the student information, eg new addresses, module changes, 
are then input by Student Information Centre staff as they are received.  
Forms are provided for students to complete to notify any such changes. 
d) Close to the beginning of each semester, a complete audit of student 
information is undertaken, by the distribution of Student Assessment 
Registration Forms (SARFs) to all students. 
 
 All administrative staff has ‘read and write’ access to the student records database, 
and academic staff may have access where required. 
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6.2.5.2 Appraisal 
 The effectiveness of the student records systems as rated by the academic staff is 
charted in figure 6.10: 
 When considering these ratings, it should be taken into account that a new system 
was being implemented, and the change-over had caused many problems with 
accessing previous years’ data. 
 
 Only 22 percent of the  27 academic respondents considered that they had 
adequate access to the student records, and 49% claimed that they always kept 
their own records, either in local databases or as personal records.  Figure 6.11 
shows the percentages of academics who found it necessary to keep their own 
records: 
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 Seventy-eight percent of the respondents considered that changes would improve 
the systems and gave the following details: 
 Schools should keep student files; 
 More academic staff, eg programme leaders, should be given access to 
computer records; 
 A new reliable and easily accessible system should be installed; 
 Better training should be given to operators; 
 Extra error checking should be incorporated; 
 Student course details should be input directly by tutors; 
 User needs should be given more consideration; 
 The system should limit module choices to suit the course details. 
 
 The advantages and disadvantages cited by academics for the current centralised 
student record systems are summarised in table 6.5: 
 
 Table 6.5:  Advantages and Disadvantages of the Centralised Student 
Record System (Academic Perspective, University A) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 This type of system improves 
administration of cross-school 
programmes; 
 Less administration for academic 
staff; 
 Difficulty of access to student 
records for academic staff; 
 Class lists are inaccurate; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Records are all in one place; 
 There is potential for a robust, 
university-wide database; 
 The records are kept up-to-date, 
therefore less chance of wrong 
information being supplied; 
 When available, it saves time; 
 
 Systems are slow to respond to 
local needs; 
 Numerous errors and omissions 
arise; 
 There is a lack of responsibility; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 It allows an established standard and 
uniformity of records to be achieved; 
 It provides reports on profiles for 
assessment boards; 
 
 Inaccurate records provided for 
assessment boards; 
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Relating to Student Experience 
  Students have to enter data more 
than once; 
 There is no immediate access for 
academics counselling students. 
 
 Much of the dissatisfaction shown above may be attributed to the problems which 
have arisen in changing to new database software, and these may disappear when 
the initial difficulties from the changeover have been overcome.  A key source of 
complaint is the lack of access for academics, although it has been stated that this 
is available where academics show a requirement.  This leads to the conclusion 
that the facility is not widely offered to academic staff. 
 
 The advantages of keeping records in a single central database are recognised by 
the academic staff, but there is obviously some distrust at the time of the 
questionnaire as to whether the records are accurate.  The value of the extra 
statistical facilities of such a database, such as providing average deviations for 
module results, is recognised. 
 
6.3 Results of the Survey of Administrative Staff 
 As indicated in section 5.2, this questionnaire aimed to assess the morale and 
motivation of the staff, and also to identify areas of good practice and 
recommendations for improvement. 
 
 There were 34 questionnaires returned, and a detailed analysis of results is included 
as Appendix J.  The respondents were divided as follows: 
  Central Administration   8  (23.5%) 
  Divisional/school  23  (67.5%)  
  Other      2  (6%) 
  Not stated     1  (3%) 
 
 The majority of these respondents were at Administrative Assistant level (47%), but 
a variety of levels and administrative functions was represented (see Appendix J). 
 
6.3.1 Motivation and Morale  
 Within the administration as a whole, 35% of the respondents considered that they 
gained more satisfaction than dissatisfaction from their work; 20% had more 
dissatisfaction and 38% had equal satisfaction/dissatisfaction.   
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 The elements of work which gave satisfaction to those in central offices were mainly 
related to the “intrinsic theories” as described by Handy (1993:31) and detailed in 
3.3.1.    They involved such responses as: 
 Having a level of responsibility or involvement; 
 Helping people, giving people advice; 
 Working on a project or seeing a job through from start to finish; 
 Working within a friendly team. 
 
 In the school offices, similar elements of satisfaction were noted, together with: 
 Working on own initiative; 
 Publicity and promotional work, budgetary work; 
 Managing my own workload; 
 Conference organisation. 
 
 Dissatisfaction in central offices concerned 
 Overwork; 
 Lack of recognition/low salary; 
 Lack of training; 
 Unreliable computer system; 
 Not being able to solve problems or complete a task. 
 
 These points also featured for the divisional/school areas, and other elements 
included: 
 Repetitive work; 
 Conflicting priorities of work; 
 Having to chase staff and students for information; 
 Bureaucracy – having to get many signatures to obtain action. 
 
 A complete list of responses is included as Appendix J.  By cross-referencing the 
area of work with the level of satisfaction, the results shown in figure 6.12 are given: 
As there were 43% more respondents from schools and yet the level of 
Figure 6.12:  Level of Satisfaction by Primary 
Working Environment (Administrative Staff, 
University A)
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dissatisfaction is less than for the central offices, this gives a slight indication that 
staff in schools are more satisfied in their work.  However the sample from the 
central offices was small.  The levels of morale give a similar pattern, as 
demonstrated in figure 6.13: 
 The factors causing low morale in the central areas closely related to the reasons 
for dissatisfaction, with the addition of “high staff turnover” and “unrealistic 
expectations of management”.  In the schools, the reasons also reflected the 
dissatisfaction responses with comments such as: 
 Not enough challenging work 
 Salary 
 Lack of respect given by others 
 Lack of trust in superiors 
 Problems within the team 
 Staff constantly leaving. 
 
 Positive factors affecting morale included for central areas: 
 Liking the job 
 Having the opportunity to use all skills. 
 
 and in non-central areas: 
 
 Manager support 
 Good office team 
  
 The overall ranking of importance for elements of job satisfaction was calculated 
from the responses by adding the scores (1[most important] to 13[least important]) 
given in each response.  This gave the results shown in table 6.6: 
 
 Figure 6.13:  Morale by Primary Working Environment 
(Administrative Staff, University A)
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 Table 6.6:  Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for Administrative Staff 
(University A) 
 
Ranking Description Score 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
Seeing a job to completion 
Recognition of managers 
Good salary 
Recognition of colleagues 
Having challenging projects 
Comfortable workplace 
Training 
Achievable goals 
Career prospects 
Being given important projects 
Prestige 
Title 
131 
136 
137 
160 
160 
167 
175 
190 
211 
225 
300 
345 
 
 When the responses were analysed further between central and school staff, it was 
found that training gained in importance for the central staff, whereas for school staff 
a good salary was prioritised.  When the results are cross-referenced between what 
is highly ranked and what is present in the current job, table 6.7 is given: 
 
 Table 6.7:   Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors in Current Post for Central 
Administrative Staff (University A) 
 
Ranking Description Scor
e 
Respondents noting 
presence in current job 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
Recognition of managers 
Seeing a job to completion 
Having challenging projects 
Recognition of colleagues 
Training  
Comfortable workplace 
Career prospects 
Good salary 
Achievable goals 
Being given important projects 
Title 
Prestige 
32 
38 
42 
43 
44 
45 
49 
51 
55 
65 
77 
80 
2 (25%) 
7 (88%) 
2 (25%) 
3 (37%) 
3 (37%) 
5 (62%) 
7 (88%) 
2 (25%) 
5 (62%) 
1 (12%) 
3 (37%) 
0 
 
 Two of the most highly rated features for job satisfaction, viz recognition of 
managers and challenging projects, were only present for 2 or 3 of the respondents. 
Most respondents felt that there were career opportunities and the opportunity to 
see jobs through to completion. 
 
 In the school offices, the ranked elements for job satisfaction were present for the 
numbers of respondents as shown in table 6.8: 
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 Table 6.8:  Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for School Administrative 
Staff (University A) 
 
Ranking Description Scor
e 
Respondents noting 
presence in current job 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
Good salary 
Seeing a job to completion 
Recognition of managers 
Recognition of colleagues 
Having challenging projects 
Comfortable workplace 
Achievable goals 
Training 
Being given important 
projects 
Career prospects 
Prestige 
Title 
80 
83 
88 
104 
105 
110 
114 
126 
139 
146 
207 
238 
5  (22%) 
16 (70%) 
10 (43%) 
14 (61%) 
10 (43%) 
17 (74%) 
10 (43%) 
11 (48%) 
7 (30%) 
3  (13%) 
1 (4%) 
6 (26%) 
 
 There is an indication that the most valued elements have a higher incidence of 
occurrence in schools, but the most important feature, salary, is considered 
inadequate. 
 
 The changes which were suggested by central respondents to improve their 
personal work experience were mainly on the recurring themes of recognition, 
career prospects, training, salary, better procedures and improved communication. 
 
 For the school areas, these same themes were supplemented with suggestions for: 
 Involve admin staff in the budgeting process; 
 Improve office conditions and computer equipment; 
 Break down barriers between academics and administration; 
 Definition of staff roles and responsibilities. 
 
In order to gain a further indication on the level of job satisfaction and morale, 
statistics were provided by the Personnel Office on the turnover of staff over a 5 
year period.  An analysis of this data gives the graph in figure 6.14: 
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Figure 6.14:  Percentage of Staff leaving Administration 
1997-2001 (from Personnel Office statistics, University A)
1997
1998
1999
2000
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 On the whole, the central offices appear to have a higher turnover of staff, except 
for a reversal in 1998.  This could be due to a number of reasons, and is not in itself 
an indication of lower morale.  Some reasons could be: 
 There are a large number of employments (37% school, 48% central) which are 
less than a year in duration.  This could mean that temporary staff is frequently 
used. 
 The career structure may encourage frequent changes; 
 There may have been a structural change involving redundancies. 
 
 However from interviews with the staff, it was confirmed that dissatisfaction is 
causing people to leave, and with a 5-year average of 23% leaving the centre and 
19% leaving the schools, this will generate a lack of continuity and stability, putting 
pressure on remaining staff. 
 
6.3.2 Methods of Operation 
 In order to look for improved methods of operation, the 34 administrative 
respondents were asked in the questionnaire to identify any areas which would be 
performed better with a different system.  There were three suggestions for work 
which would be improved by centralisation, one from a central employee and two 
from school staff. 
 For examinations and assessments, it was suggested that it would improve 
systems if module leaders used the central systems for every piece of work; 
 In the area of Distance Learning, the work could be improved with a central 
administration point for all distance learners from the University, with procedures 
implemented and materials given priority; 
 More of the financial administration could be performed centrally if 
forward/progressive technology was used instead of the current student record 
database. 
 
 There were six suggestions for work which would be improved by taking it into 
schools: 
 For registering invoices, each department/school should register its own invoice 
making it less likely to lose them; 
 For the generation of examination results, it was suggested that school offices 
should input the Assessment Board results and do results letters, for a faster 
service; 
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 For the generation of lists to set up student drawers, it would be better to use the 
spreadsheets created by the academic counsellors in the school; 
 Joining instructions could be sent out by the school office, as they are constantly 
getting calls saying that people have not received them, and they cannot check 
what has been sent to whom and when; 
 Travel arrangement authorisation should be the responsibility of the school.  At 
present the authorisation is in various other places, and time is wasted obtaining 
the paperwork. 
 
 Some of these suggestions arise from situations where the school is receiving the 
complaints, but they do not have control over the processes to resolve the problems.  
This ‘responsibility without control’ was a key source of frustration noted in the report 
of the National Committee for Enquiry into HE (1998) in section 3.6. 
 
6.3.3 Examples of Good Practice 
 The 8 central administrative respondents gave the following examples of good 
practice in their area of work: 
 Multi-skilling, so each team member has an idea of each other’s job to cover 
when they are not available; 
 Liaison between the Centre and the school prior to Assessment Boards, to 
prepare for a smooth-flowing assessment board. 
 
 The 23 school administrative respondents gave the following examples: 
 Setting dates well in advance for deadlines for marks input; 
 Assisting new students at enrolment makes the database records available more 
quickly; 
 Regular team meetings with a good line manager; 
 Filing hospitality forms and room bookings in a central file; 
 Having procedures for staff using finance for claims/purchases etc; 
 Having a facility to voice problems with the work; 
 Master files of procedures for the different areas of work; 
 Team building by out-of-work social activities; 
 Regular staff development sessions; 
 Attention to customer service, with prompt action for student queries and 
telephone enquiries. 
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6.3.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of a mainly Centralised Student 
Administration 
 
 As part of the questionnaire, the 34 administrative respondents were asked to cite 
advantages or disadvantages they had found with the centralised method of 
administration.  Full details are given in Appendix J, and the responses are 
summarised in Table 6.9. 
 
 Figure 6.9:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Centralised Administration – 
Comments of Administrative Staff (University A) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Standard decisions can 
be made for certain tasks, 
eg admissions; 
 Time delays in actioning exam queries; 
 Difficulty of central admin support for 
specialised programmes; 
 Less interest for central staff in school 
requirements; 
 The central work is too removed from the 
academic side; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 A lot of queries are taken 
away from the school 
office. 
 
 A lack of communication/barriers can arise 
between schools and central staff; 
 High staff turnover, no continuity; 
 ‘Responsibility without control’ situation arises 
in schools; 
 Liaison can be time-consuming; 
 Centralised admin sometimes do not have 
time to deal with requests/problems; 
 Lack of knowledge of programmes in the 
central department; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 A set of people can be 
dedicated to one area 
providing better quality; 
 Staff are sometimes too specialised; 
Relating to Student Records 
 Information tends to be 
kept centrally and can be 
accessed easily by 
relevant departments; 
 Difficult to obtain student information; 
 MIS system not updated quickly enough; 
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Relating to Student Experience 
 Many enquiries can be 
dealt with in one place, 
efficiently and competently. 
 Customer services poor; 
 Disorganised appearance; 
 Students have to be passed from School 
Office to Central Office. 
 
 
Relating to Staff Experience 
  Processes become depersonalised; 
 Staff can become demotivated and feel 
unrecognised; 
 In large offices, staff can feel lost, vulnerable, 
incompetent, and worthless; 
 
 The advantages mentioned therefore concentrated on having a central information 
point, thereby taking pressure from the schools.  However far more disadvantages 
than advantages were given, with a particular emphasis on the lack of 
communication and barriers which arose between the central staff and the schools. 
There was concern that the central office was too distant from the affairs of the 
school to be able to answer queries on programmes correctly, and that the service 
becomes depersonalised, which affects the motivation and morale of staff. 
 
6.4 Summary Analysis 
 Following the achievement of university status in 1992, University A centralised its 
student administration with a radical change from 5 faculties to 8 schools, in order to 
have an economical organisation with central coordination of data and to provide a 
career structure. 
 
 At the time of the study (1999-2001), the academic staff felt that the overall 
efficiency of the student administration was not as good it could be, and resources 
were considered to be barely adequate.  However each of the facets of student 
administration was rated as satisfactory or better by the majority of academics, with 
the exception of the Student Record Database which was going through a 
changeover phase. 
 
 In spite of this, far more disadvantages were cited for the centralised systems than 
advantages.  This may be a natural consequence of questionnaire surveys or an 
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indication of discontent, and a comparison with later case studies will attempt to 
judge this. 
 
 The main advantages of centralised from both the academic and the administration 
perspectives were seen as: 
 
 consistency and equality of decisions and practices; 
 less work for school staff and academics; 
 central records. 
 
 The key concerns for academics were: 
 the lack of involvement with the school and its programmes by central staff  
(particularly when the central office is the main interface with students and 
potential students); 
 the delay or lack of communication between the schools and the centre for 
statistical or other information; 
 documents such as examination question papers were required very early in the 
semester and some of the procedures were tortuous. 
 Any systems which involved long queues for students were felt to give an 
unsatisfactory student experience. 
 
 Within the administration as a whole, 73% were satisfied or more than satisfied in 
their work.  The elements which gave satisfaction were mainly intrinsic, with 
Maslow’s ‘self-actualisation’ needs taking a major role (Bartol & Martin 1991:446 -
see section 3.3.1).  Elements such as comfortable workplace appear to be taken for 
granted, but salary became a key factor when it was unsatisfactory. 
 
 In a situation where staff were getting complaints, but were not in direct control to 
remedy the problems, this gave rise to the ‘responsibility without control’ frustrations 
(NCIHE 1998:23 – see section 3.6) and several of the suggested improvements 
related to this type of circumstance. 
 
 There were slight indications from the questionnaire results that morale and job 
satisfaction among administrative staff were higher in schools than in the central 
office, which was borne out by the statistics on turnover of staff and the views 
arising in interviews. 
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CHAPTER 7: CASE STUDY OF UNIVERSITY B 
 
 
 
 
[The information for this case study has been obtained from structured interviews, 
questionnaires, university documents and webpages during the research, as described in 
section 5.2.  Where other sources are used, these are quoted. Full summaries of all 
questionnaire results are included in Appendices K and L.] 
 
7.1 Background 
 University B received its Royal Charter in the early 20
th
 century, and has built up a 
reputation for high quality research which brings a large proportion of research 
income.  Using the HESA statistics (1999), the income profile is shown in Figure 7.1. 
 
 It has 3 main campuses in the UK and at the time of the study (2001-2003) the 
number of HE students was over 25,000 (HESA 2000/2001).  Statistics provided by 
the Personnel Department show that there was 1019 academic staff in 2002 (plus 
143 clinical academics).  The total of clerical staff (excluding Administrative/Library/ 
Computing and Academic Support) was 647.  Within this figure, 87 are in central 
academic administration, and 560 are in the schools. A large proportion of those 
shown to be in schools (246 out of 560) is in the Medical School, and the other 
figures may include some non-student administrative staff, such as finance staff.  As 
Medical School administration is more specialised and has independent systems, it 
has not formed a focus of this study, and will be excluded in the following report. 
 
  
Figure 7.1: University B - Income Profile
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The 87 people included for central offices are those dealing with the student record 
system, central admissions for UG and PG, enrolment and statutory requirements, 
examinations and graduation. 
 
As an example of the number of administration staff in some of the schools for 
general student and academic support (excluding research), the following figures 
were given by school managers/administrators: 
 School A:  7 staff (including 1 part-time) dealing with approximately 400 UG 
students. 
 School B:  8 staff (including 1 part-time) dealing with approximately 700 UG and 
100 PG students. 
 School C:  32 staff  (including 4 part-time) – approximately 2300 students in total 
(800 PG including franchise overseas, 1500 UG plus approx 1000 taking the 
school’s modules as part of another course). 
 School D: 24 staff (including 5 part-time) – approximately 1000 PG students and 10 
UG students.  (This school also carries out work normally done by a central 
registry.) 
 
 Part of the administration for schools A, B and C is carried out via central academic 
registries, which have taken the place of the former faculty offices.  There may also 
be academics who deal with some of the student administration, such as admissions 
and examiners’ board preparation. 
 
 From the questionnaire response for the macro study in 1998 (Chapter 4), it was 
noted that the university was in the process of moving towards the establishment of 
schools, to gradually replace the faculties and departments.  At the time of the more 
detailed case study (2001-2003), there were 5 faculties in name (excluding the 
Medical Faculty), but the majority of the management control and budgets had been 
devolved to 28 schools.  With two exceptions, the former faculty administrative 
offices had been amalgamated into two academic registries which are manned by 
approximately 13-17 staff and may deal with around 13 schools. There were also 
plans to make student administration more centralised, and the reason given by the 
Assistant Registrar was that survival depended on making economies, relating back 
to HEFCE’s pressure for efficiency gains (see section 2.1).  During the course of the 
study, new measures were introduced to centralise the teaching timetable.  The view 
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of the Assistant Registrar was that centralisation brings better quality, equity and 
student experience. 
 
 From the macro study in 1998, it appeared that University B had a largely 
centralised administration, but the case study showed that it does have more 
decentralised elements than were indicated at that time.  The Assistant Registrar 
who completed the macro questionnaire felt on reflection that the original 
proportions had been misleading.  Table 7.1 shows the questionnaire responses for 
the percentages of student administrative tasks undertaken centrally against those 
performed in schools, together with my estimates following the case study. 
 
Table 7.1:   Estimated Percentage of Centralisation vs School-based tasks 
for Student Administrative Processes 
 
Functions From Macro 
Questionnaire 
Estimates from Case 
Study 
Central 
% 
School-
based % 
Central 
(inc 
Acad 
Reg) % 
School-
based % 
Admissions 50 50 50 50 
Enrolment  100 0 80 20 
Maintenance of Student Files 100 0 50 50 
Receipt of assignments from 
students 
25 75 0 100 
Recording assessment 
marks on student computer 
records 
0 100 20 80 
Examination Administration 100 0 75 25 
Assessment Board Servicing 25 75 25 75 
Maintenance of Student 
Computer Records 
100 0 75 25 
Admin of Modular Progs (if 
applicable) 
100 0 50 50 
Admin of Programme/Course 
validations 
100 0 25 75 
Admin of overseas students 100 0 80 20 
Admin of research students 100 0 60 40 
Student enquiries, re 
course/progs 
50 50 25 75 
 
The assessment of these ratios is complicated by the fact that the academic 
registries act as a ‘halfway house’, and most of their staff is line-managed via the 
University Secretary.  They are responsible for coordinating information from the 
schools for the student database, for registering students, and for coordinating the 
verification, recording and dissemination of assessment board results once school 
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boards and faculty boards have taken place.  For the purposes of this study, these 
academic registries have been regarded as central offices. 
 
A guide to the central student administrative structure is shown in Figure 7.2 
 
Figure 7.2:  Central Student Administrative Structure (University B) 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Student Support has not been included in this study, as this deals more with the 
welfare of the student rather than administration. 
 
In accordance with the methods set out in section 5.2, in March 2002, 270 
questionnaires were sent out to academic staff in 10 schools and there were 24 
responses (9% return).  For administrative staff, 190 were distributed in the same 
schools and central offices, and there were 34 responses (19% return).  The 10 
schools gave representation from all five of the non-medical faculties.  Details of the 
responses to the questionnaires are contained in Appendices K and L. 
 
From the 24 academic respondents, the responses to the question “In your opinion, 
is the student administration as efficient as it can be with the current resources?” are 
shown in Figure 7.3. 
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Some respondents qualified their answer by saying that the question was biased 
because there is always room for improvement in services.  However it is 
considered that by comparing the ratio of satisfied academics for each university, 
there will be an indication of any major differences. 
 
The academic views on resources provided for student administration for University 
B are represented in Figure 7.4. 
 
The academic view indicated from Figures 7.3 and 7.4 is therefore that the student 
administration is considered to be either under or adequately resourced, but that 
50% consider there is room for improvement in efficiency. 
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Figure 7.3:  Efficiency of Student Administration within 
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7.2 Method of Operation for Student Administration 
 From a study of the processes chosen for the study, as outlined in 5.2.2, the 
following methods of operation were noted for University B. 
 
7.2.1 Admissions Administration 
7.2.1.1 Description 
 The procedures for dealing with admissions involve several offices, including a 
central undergraduate office, the registry admissions office, and school admissions 
staff, with a central graduate office and international office also receiving 
postgraduate admissions. 
 
 As indicated in 7.1, the study has not included the Medical School systems, as these 
are more specialised. 
 
 For undergraduate UCAS admissions, the university receives 48,000 applications 
per year, of which 28,000 relate to the 13 schools associated with the Arts and 
Social Sciences.  All the UCAS applications are received by the central 
undergraduate office, and they are split according to the faculties or schools 
involved and distributed accordingly.  As indicated in 7.1 there are now two 
academic registries (excluding the Medical School), viz Science & Engineering and 
Arts & Social Sciences, but two schools have these services in-house.  In Arts & 
Social Sciences there are 4 full-time staff dealing with 28,000 applications.  In 
Science & Engineering there are 10 full-time and 2 part-time staff dealing with the 
central administration for 6000 current students, plus around 14000 undergraduate 
applications and 3000 postgraduate applications per year. The systems used within 
each registry differ very slightly, but generally follow the following procedures: 
 The admissions staff in the two academic registries go through the UCAS 
application forms and mark them up for special circumstances, especially those 
which may affect the fee status. 
 These annotated forms are distributed to the school admissions tutors in the 
majority of cases.  There is a pilot scheme underway for one school, in that 
standard decisions are being made by the registry admissions staff. 
 The forms are returned from the schools within a turnround of 40 days with the 
offers to be made.  These are all checked by registry admissions staff for fee 
status, and may be sent back to the school with queries. 
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 The offers are input to the university’s database, and checked thoroughly before 
sending to UCAS. 
 The list of offers is updated regularly and the number of offers is checked 
against required quotas.  A confirmatory list is also received from UCAS. 
 The students are advised of the offers by UCAS, and the university also send 
out an information pack to these prospective students. 
 
When the actual results are received, it is the registry admissions staff who check 
the figures and see how many have made the grades.  Any ‘near misses’ are 
referred to the school admissions staff.  A priority list of those who could be 
accepted is vetted by the Registrar to ensure maintenance of standards.  These 
‘near miss’ decisions are sent to UCAS, and a list of vacancies is compiled for issue 
as the students receive their results.  The vacancies are published on the website 
and a hotline for “clearing” is set up. 
 
Within the registry admissions section, the individual staff each have responsibility 
for a number of schools, which helps them to form relationships with school 
admissions staff.  The schools all have slightly differing systems, but mainly have 
academics nominated as admissions tutors, with support from administrative staff 
who make recommendations for offers.  The final decision for admissions is 
predominantly an academic one. 
 
 Postgraduate applications are mainly received via the central graduate office and 
arrive from various sources, including the International Office. They are recorded on 
the database by the graduate office staff and sent directly to admissions tutors in 
schools, who obtain any references and further information and make a decision.  
The decisions are relayed to the registry PG admissions staff (approximately 2.5 
FTE per registry), who input decisions and send out offer letters.  There are very 
careful checks for fee status and qualifications etc.  These may involve assistance 
from the International Office or NARIC (an organisation providing independent 
advice).  A pack is sent out with offer letters containing acceptance forms and 
university information. 
 
 When an acceptance form is returned, this generates a pre-registration pack, again 
sent by the academic registry. 
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7.2.1.2 Appraisal 
 From the 24 academic responses to the questionnaire, the general rating of 
effectiveness is shown in Figure 7.5. 
 Of the 24 academic respondents, 37.5 percent were involved in the admissions 
process and these provided the following suggestions for changes: 
 More openness in the admissions policy; 
 Amendments to the admissions database, such as improved data holding and 
analysis, flexibility for departments to add fields; 
 Some centralisation of administration procedures; 
 No centralisation – academics need a contribution to the admissions process; 
 More administrative staff in the registry and school to lessen the work for 
academics. 
 
They considered the advantages and disadvantages were as follows: 
 
Table 7.2   Advantages and Disadvantages of Decentralised Admissions 
Procedures (Academic Perspective, University B) 
  
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Better assessment of educational & 
personal suitability of student; 
 Departmental admin staff understand 
local academic needs; 
 Able to add personal touch – every 
school has its own culture; 
 Academic decision making. 
 Time consuming exercise but worth 
it; 
 Being expected to do chores, eg 
collection of exam marks; 
 Perhaps we miss out on university 
brand, currently popular; 
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Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 PG admissions are quicker; 
 Responsive, flexible, personal 
contact. 
 Too many processes – form goes 
to registry, school, registry, UCAS 
 Slower process. 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Close individual quality control.  
 
 The academic view is therefore that the current decentralised admissions system is 
good/very good.  Although it is time consuming for academics and procedures are 
sometimes slow, the ability to personally assess the student applications is largely 
considered worth the time. 
 
7.2.2 Examinations Administration 
7.2.2.1 Description 
 The examination paper procedures and scheduling of examinations are organised 
by a section in the central Undergraduate Office.  This is performed by 8 staff, 6 full-
time and 2 part-time.  One person is dedicated to examinations administration, and 
the others assist when required mainly at peak times.  Approximately 10-12,000 
students take a varying number of examinations each year and these are all 
organised from this central office. There are two examination periods each year, 
in January and May, as well as a resit opportunity in September. 
 
 The procedures rely on accurate course information which is updated on the central 
database at the end of the previous academic year.  This is combined with 
information from the module entry forms completed by each student which is input 
initially by the school administration staff, with latecomers added in by the registry 
administration.  To ensure accuracy, a list of the examinations expected at the end 
of the first semester is sent out to appointed School Examination Officers (usually 
academics) and School Administrators in mid October.  
 
 After these checks, the module/student information required for examination 
timetabling is downloaded from the main student record system into special in-
house exams scheduling software.  A scheduling system is shortly to be 
incorporated into the student record database, which will eliminate this procedure, 
but with the loss of some special features of the existing system.  A provisional 
timetable is issued at the beginning of November to school officers for checking, and 
the final version is issued at the end of November.  It is made available on the 
website and sent out as paper copy for school noticeboards. The students are also 
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sent a card showing their exam entries, and this brings around 500 changes to light.  
The number of corrections varies according to the accuracy of the school systems 
for keeping module records correct. 
 
 For examination question papers, two deadlines are set for camera-ready versions 
to be delivered to the office, at 6 weeks and 4 weeks before the date of the 
examinations.  These are typed by the academics or their school support staff, and 
this gives the responsibility to the academics for errors.  The school administrator 
monitors the collection, ensuring that the papers are moderated firstly by peer 
academics and then by external examiners.  The Examinations Office does extra 
checks, one for content and one for rubric and sequence.  Then the copies are 
printed under secure conditions, and checked again for missing pages and correct 
numbers of copies.  These are then packed in envelopes and kept in a strong room, 
sorted by department, name and date. 
 
 In December the invigilation schedule is prepared manually, with details provided by 
the School examination officers/administrators.  Temporary staff are also employed 
to set up examination rooms with ‘anonymous marking’ answer books and desk 
cards as well as checking that invigilators have arrived.  There is a requirement to 
use academic members of staff to invigilate, which was set up by the Undergraduate 
Studies Committee.  However postgraduates can be used if requested.  There are 
usually around 400 students requiring special arrangements and these are 
accommodated in a separate room.  Room allocations are currently arranged 
manually, and the Estates department assists with setting up the locations. 
 
 Registry officers in liaison with school officers organise assessment boards.  In 
some faculties there is both a school examiners’ meeting, internal and external, as 
well as a faculty assessment board.  External examiners are nominated by the 
schools, and approved by Council or Senate.  Schools have differing procedures for 
preparing marks for the assessment boards; in many cases this is done by 
academic staff, but in others administrative staff may have some responsibility. 
 
 Marks are collated by the appointed school examinations officers into a school 
database, and sent electronically to a central coordinator for uploading into the 
student record database.  The assessment records for earlier years are still being 
collected from schools so than student transcripts can be generated from the 
student record database. 
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Similar procedures are used for both semesters, and old question papers are put on 
the webpages and in libraries to provide student revision materials.  In some 
exceptional cases, examinations are run completely by the school. 
 
7.2.2.2 Appraisal 
 The academic rating for effectiveness for the examination procedures is shown in 
Figure 7.6: 
 This reflects a reasonable degree of academic satisfaction with the current systems, 
which can be described as midway between centralised and decentralised. 
 
 Of the 24 respondents, 58% had an involvement with examinations processes, and 
7 of these (50%) considered that there were changes which would improve the 
systems as follows: 
 More autonomy for the schools/departments, more decentralisation; 
 Less form filling; 
 Student ID numbers instead of desk numbers; 
 Central marks collection; 
 More enforcement of deadlines for examination marks from other schools; 
 Discontinue using examiners/academics as invigilators; 
 Less examination periods per year. 
 
The perceived advantages and disadvantages of the “midway” system are given in 
Table 7.3. 
Figure 7.6:  Academic Rating of Examination Procedures 
Effectiveness (% of responses, University B)
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Table 7.3:   Advantages and Disadvantages of “Midway” Examinations 
Systems (Academic Perspective, University B) 
 
 Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 We have control of our exam 
procedures, eg timetabling, school 
invigilation; 
 Modular scheme needs central 
coordination; 
 Current model reduces marking 
time (one deadline); 
 Have to go to another campus to 
pick up papers; 
 External invigilators are not 
qualified; 
 Academics have little idea of central 
needs, eg deadlines; 
 Question papers need to be set 
early; 
 Academic invigilation is not 
economic; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Deadlines more easily kept; 
 Security on question papers; 
 Central stages remove burdens from 
school, giving more efficiency for the 
university; 
 Central room allocation; 
 Timetable clashes; 
 Less flexibility; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 There is clarity of rules;  
Relating to Computer Records 
 The database has improved 
collection of marks from other 
schools; 
 Not all schools are providing marks 
for central database; 
 Records, eg module changes, are 
updated slowly, local control better. 
 
In summary, the majority of academics gave a satisfactory to very good rating for 
the “midway” examination services.  The key area of dissatisfaction is that they 
themselves are included in the invigilation schedule, particularly for their own 
modules.  This is regarded as a waste of academic time, in that it could be done by 
administrators.  However this was debated by an academic committee, which ruled 
that an academic presence was required at examination sessions, and it provides a 
final safeguard if a question on the examination paper has an error. 
 
The central collection of student marks on to the student record database is proving 
to be a valuable resource. 
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7.2.3 Assignments Collection 
7.2.3.1 Description 
 In University B, the collection of coursework assessments is handled by school staff, 
and each school can set up its own procedures for this, in accordance with the 
university’s quality guidelines.  The usual format is for clerical staff in the school 
office to administer the collection, and a receipt is given for each piece of work 
handed in.   
 
 Academic staff provides the clerical staff with details of coursework deadlines, and a 
list of students for each assignment is downloaded from the central student 
database.  Students sign against their name as they hand in the assignment, and 
this provides a list of those received.  According to the school staff interviewed, it is 
rare for a piece of work to be lost, particularly since receipts were introduced 
ensuring that students cannot claim to have handed in non-existent work.  For the 
larger modules sometimes with over 400 students, queues may form at deadline 
times and these can block corridors in the school.   
 
7.2.3.2 Appraisal 
 The effectiveness of the decentralised system for assignments was rated as shown 
in Figure 7.7: 
 This shows a very high degree of satisfaction with the assignments administration.  
Of the 24 academic respondents, 45.8 percent showed a direct involvement and 
none of these proposed any changes.  They gave the advantages and 
disadvantages of the decentralised systems as shown in Table 7.4: 
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Table 7.4:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Decentralised Assignment 
Collection (Academic Perspective, University B) 
 
 Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Flexibility in school to distribute 
assignments to staff; 
 Late assignments arrive quickly; 
 Lecturers can receive work quickly 
and expedite marking; 
 Lack of personal contact with 
students; 
 Workload; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Quick feedback and monitoring of 
hand-ins; 
 Better communication between 
admin and academic staff; 
 
Relating to Student Experience 
 Convenience for students through 
local, flexible arrangement; 
 Closer to students, local discretion; 
 
 Queues. 
 
 The academic respondents gave a very favourable feedback for the decentralised 
assignment collection systems, and did not recommend any changes. 
 
7.2.4 Enrolment of Students 
7.2.4.1 Description 
 The University has a central registration of students on the main campus which 
provides a one-stop shop for students to pick up ID/library cards, regulations, 
Student Union material and other general information.  It also provides an 
opportunity for the collection of fees (bringing in around £6m in 5 days) and 
confirmation that the students are physically present, as required by the DfES.  The 
students pick up pre-printed registration documents from desks labelled A-Z, which 
they check and sign.  This is gradually becoming more automated, with students 
checking details on-line.   
 
During the main enrolment fortnight, appointments are also provided for students to 
register at the Health Centre on the main campus.  The procedures are organised 
and staffed by central administration units, particularly the faculty offices (now 
known as academic registries).   
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 A provisional schedule for the central registration is sent out to schools for checking 
towards the end of each academic year, and this enables the school administrators 
to plan and integrate their own induction programmes with the central requirements.  
Where students are attending a joint course which spans more than one school, 
they may need to attend parts of the induction programmes in each of those 
schools. 
 
 Typically, a school induction programme for new students includes attendance at an 
assembly of all staff with a welcome speech by the Head of School, together with 
advice and guidelines from counsellors, key academics and technical staff.  It will 
conclude with students being taken in groups by their personal tutors, who will give 
them advice on their choice of modules etc.  There may also be tours of library and 
other facilities, talks on the use of equipment, registration for computer accounts, as 
well as a school registration procedure when module choice forms are distributed, 
course/school handbooks are given out, and address details are confirmed. 
  
 The module entry forms have to be signed by the relevant members of academic 
staff, and handed in to administrators for checking and input on to the central 
student database.  There is a tight deadline for this, and any late forms have to be 
sent to the registry office for input. 
 
7.2.4.2 Appraisal 
 The procedures and mechanisms in place for the registration of students were rated 
by the 24 academic respondents as shown in Figure 7.8: 
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 Ten (41.7%) of the respondents had an involvement in registration, and 8 of these 
noted changes which they considered would improve the systems: 
 Ensure that students cannot access computer systems before registration; 
 Make central registration more flexible to obviate the need for local registration; 
 Disability needs should be input to the student database to ensure that these 
can be accommodated more quickly; 
 Take a harder line with latecomers; 
 Central registration administrators could come to the school, so that students 
only register once; 
 Electronic entry by students. 
 
The registration/enrolment procedures of University B are mainly centralised, and 
the advantages/disadvantages which were perceived by the academic staff in the 
survey are shown in Table 7.5. 
 
Table 7.5:   Advantages and Disadvantages of partly School/partly Central 
Registration/Enrolment (Academic Perspective, University B) 
 
 Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 School enrolment is necessary for 
degree options; 
 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Enables collection of data for both 
central needs and school needs; 
 
 Small numbers make it more 
sensible than a fully centralised 
system; 
 The system is heavy on 
administration resources; 
 Very slow, time-consuming. 
Relating to Student Experience 
 School enrolment gives flexibility to 
take account of PT students’ needs; 
 Opportunity for students to find way 
around school and campus; 
 Students feel included and made 
welcome by staff involved; 
 Tutors meet their tutees as part of 
the welcome/registration. 
 Form-filling fatigue makes students 
delay to registration; 
 Too much paperwork for students 
means they don’t read about 
important events; 
 Students have to register twice 
which seems unnecessary; 
 Appalling queues for students. 
 
 In general, therefore, the academic view of the registration/enrolment procedures is 
that they are satisfactory to good, and the majority do not want to lose the school 
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involvement.  They would like to see less paperwork and queuing for students, and 
to tighten up on those who arrive late, making problems for getting their cards and 
computer access etc.   Anything which would make the systems more streamlined, 
eg on-line registration, would be welcomed. 
  
7.2.5 Student Records 
7.2.5.1 Description 
 The central student record database has been in place since March 1999 when it 
replaced the previous system, and is gradually incorporating more facilities and 
information.  With the university’s traditional structure similar to that of the Civil 
Service model in section 2.2, the Assistant Registrar has had to install the 
management systems working within an ethos which says that the centre cannot 
dictate what the school/faculty should do, only advise.  Consequently most schools 
have their own databases, and give the central system second place.  This has 
hampered the streamlining of other systems, which rely on the record database 
being up-to-date. 
 
 A new facility is currently being introduced to allow students to verify and update 
their own personal data on-line.  Previously this has been a paper exercise and the 
change will improve the workload and the accuracy of student data.  Features of the 
portal development will include access to the electronic library, past exam papers, 
module information, WebCT and Blackboard learning environments, careers 
information and the email system, as well as other information sources. 
 
 The records are mainly maintained by central or registry administrative staff, with 
schools inputting some of the information, such as module choices.  In some cases, 
information from school databases, such as assessment marks, is uploaded 
electronically into the student records system.   
 
 All relevant administrative staff have read-only access to the database records and 
academic staff can be given access on request.  As it is a web-based system, 
access is available on all campuses.  Access to change data is only available to a 
limited number of administrative staff. 
 
 There is no general policy for keeping paperwork files for students, and it is up to 
each registry or school to set up their own systems.   There are generally files for 
student correspondence kept in both registry and school offices. 
 148 
 
 
7.2.5.2 Appraisal 
 The procedures and mechanisms in place for maintaining student records were 
rated by the  24 academic respondents as shown in Figure 7.9: 
Fifty percent of the 24 academic respondents had adequate access to student 
records from the central system, but the proportions finding it necessary to keep 
local databases were as shown in Figure 7.10: 
Ten of the academic respondents (42%) recommended changes to the central 
record system, which mainly concerned wanting more access to more records, and 
requesting facilities to allow local tailoring of fields for schools. Several felt that the 
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Figure 7.9:  Academic Rating of Effectiveness of 
Student Record Systems (% of responses, 
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database did not meet all the university’s needs or that it was not used to its fullest 
extent.  This was borne out in interviews with school administrative staff, when it was 
found that courses like PGCE or MBA require specialised fields to keep track of 
application form status and assessments.   
 
The advantages and disadvantages perceived by the academics are shown in Table 
7.6: 
 
Table 7.6:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Central Student Record 
System (Academic Perspective, University B) 
 
 Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Central collection of examination 
results; 
 Access becoming available to more 
academics; 
 Central database no good for 
personal information for tutors; 
 Record fields do not match needs 
for specific classes; 
 Many academics cannot access or 
add to the records; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Information is always correct; 
 More detailed information is 
available; 
 Easily customised; 
 Too many local duplicates causes 
confusion; 
 Can at times overload staff in the 
school; 
 System slow to load, and 
unresponsive to local needs; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 The central system collects 
information required for QAA; 
 
Relating to Student Experience 
 Each student uniquely identified, so 
can keep track after graduation. 
 
 
From the academic responses, it was apparent that some did not know of the 
existence of the central student database. 
 
7.3 Results of the Survey of Administrative Staff 
 The questionnaire for administrative staff, relating to morale, motivation and good 
practice, was sent to 176 staff in 10 schools and 2 central offices in March 2002.  A 
further 14 were sent to 2 additional central offices in January 2001 to gain a more 
representative response from central units. There was in total an 18% return.  A full 
report of responses is included as Appendix L. 
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 It should be borne in mind that this questionnaire survey was made at a time of 
uncertainty due to the moves towards centralising sections of the student 
administration.  There was also a freeze on administrative staff regradings due to a 
lengthy review of the administrative salary structure, and this was causing 
dissatisfaction among those concerned. 
 
 As indicated in section 7.1, the former faculty offices have been amalgamated into 
two academic registries, and there is more amalgamation expected.  Whereas 
previously the functions of faculty offices would have been regarded as 
“decentralised”, under the new structure they have become “centralised”.  For the 
purposes of this analysis therefore, they will be included as central units. 
 
 From the 34 questionnaires returned, the primary working environment of the 
respondents was as shown in Figure 7.11: 
 
 The respondents were from a variety of positions, with 38% (13) in supervisory 
positions and 32% (11) as administrative assistants or senior administrative 
assistants.  All the key student administrative functions were represented (see 
Appendix L). 
 
7.3.1 Motivation and Morale 
 With regard to question B3 of the questionnaire (see Appendix F), the levels of 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction for administrative staff as a whole were  
 More satisfaction – 59% 
 More dissatisfaction – 14.7% 
 About the same – 23.5% 
Figure 7.11:  Primary Working Environment of 
Administrative Respondents (%, University B)
12%
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Academic Registry
School/Dept
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For the purposes of this case study, the category “central staff” includes those in 
central offices and in the academic registries (formerly faculty offices). 
When these responses are cross-referenced to the primary working environment, 
the result is as given as shown in Figure 7.12: 
 This does reflect far more satisfaction for school staff.  As previously indicated, the 
uncertainty of the changing structure should be taken into account for central staff, 
although this is more likely to affect morale than job satisfaction. 
 
 The reasons for satisfaction and dissatisfaction were very closely allied to those for 
University A, with the following being frequently mentioned: 
 Elements giving satisfaction 
 Completing tasks satisfactorily – 38% (13 mentions) 
 Liaison with students/staff – 38% (13 mentions) 
 Being in charge/independence/responsibility – 26% (9 mentions) 
 Helping students achieve – 21% (7 mentions) 
  
Elements causing dissatisfaction 
 Pressures of work/stress/understaffing – 21% (7 mentions) 
 Lack of trust/respect/recognition – 18% (6 mentions) 
 Difficulties with academics – 15% (5 mentions) 
 Difficulties and lack of clarity with supervision/management – 15% (5 mentions) 
 
 
  
Figure 7.12: Level of Satisfaction by Primary Working 
Environment (Administrative Staff, University B)
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A complete list of responses is contained in Appendix L. 
 
In response to the question, “How do you rate your morale in your current job? Low, 
Average or High”, the responses are as shown in Figure 7.13. 
 
Similar to the results shown in Figure 7.12, responses show that morale is higher in 
the schools than in central departments.  Again, the influences of uncertainty 
regarding proposed changes/office moves in central departments should be noted 
and these were cited by two respondents from central offices.  Three of the central 
staff and one school administrator mentioned the freeze on salary grades as 
contributing adversely to morale.  Lack of recognition by superiors and colleagues 
was given as a factor for low morale by 2 central staff and 4 school staff.   Other 
factors include workload, lack of clarity in roles/goals, lack of support, and the need 
for challenging work. 
 
Reasons for high morale given by school staff include recognition, good salary, 
challenging projects, achievable goals, and having influence on processes and 
procedures. 
 
A full list of the factors given is included in Appendix L. 
 
 
 
Figure 7.13:  Morale by Primary Working 
Environment (Administrative Staff, University B)
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Question B5 asked respondents to rank factors in order of importance for job 
satisfaction, with 1 being the most important and 12 being the least important.  The 
ranking calculated from the responses is given in Table 7.7. 
 
Table 7.7:  Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for Administrative Staff 
(University B) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents noting 
presence in current 
post 
1 
2) 
2) 
2) 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
 
Recognition of managers 
Good salary 
Seeing a job to completion 
Recognition of colleagues 
Having challenging projects 
Comfortable workplace 
Achievable goals 
Being given important projects 
Training 
Career prospects 
Prestige 
Title 
128 
163 
163 
163 
169 
204 
207 
214 
245 
268 
325 
361 
21 (61.8%) 
15 (44.1%) 
22 (64.7%) 
17 (50%) 
20 (58.8%) 
28 (82.4%) 
18 (52.9%) 
15 (44.1%) 
19 (55.9%) 
6 (17.6%) 
5 (14.7%) 
13 (38.2%) 
 
 
If the responses for the above are divided according to primary working 
environment, then the results in Table 7.8 and Table 7.9 are obtained. 
 
Table 7.8: Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for Central Administrative Staff 
(University B) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents noting 
presence in current job 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7) 
7) 
9) 
9) 
11 
12 
 
Good salary 
Comfortable workplace 
Seeing a job to completion 
Recognition of managers 
Achievable goals 
Having challenging projects 
Recognition of colleagues 
Training 
Being given important projects 
Career prospects 
Prestige 
Title 
23 
29 
30 
33 
35 
40 
46 
46 
63 
63 
67 
83 
5 (71.4%) 
6 (85.7%) 
3 (42.9%) 
5 (71.4%) 
1 (14.2%) 
3 (42.9%) 
4 (57.1%) 
5 (71.4%) 
3 (42.9%) 
0 
0 
1 (14.2%) 
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Table 7.9: Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for School Administrative Staff 
(University B) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents noting 
presence in current job 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
 
Recognition of managers 
Recognition of colleagues 
Having challenging projects 
Seeing a job to completion Good 
salary 
Being given important projects 
Achievable goals 
Comfortable workplace 
Training 
Career prospects 
Prestige 
Title 
 
95 
117 
129 
133 
140 
151 
172 
175 
199 
205 
258 
278 
 
16 (59.3%) 
13 (48.1%) 
17 (63%) 
19 (70.4%) 
10 (37%) 
12 (44.4%) 
17 (63%) 
22 (81.5%) 
14 (51.9%) 
6 (22.2%) 
5 (18.5%) 
12 (44.4%) 
 
It is noticeable that the two areas of concern with central staff, namely the proposed 
centralisation and the salary review, are reflected in the two factors that have taken 
first place, ie good salary and comfortable workplace, whereas these are much 
lower in the list for school staff.  This indicates that these basic factors, included by 
Maslow as ‘physiological needs’ in section 3.3.1 (Bartol & Martin, 1991:448), are 
taken for granted until their existence is threatened.  It is also significant that only 
42.9% of central staff feel that they see a job through to completion, which is of high 
importance on their list.  In the schools, 70.4% noted this as part of their work and 
these staff also valued the factor highly.  This bears out the findings of Bailey (1983) 
that traditional approaches of organizing people to increase efficiency through 
specialisation can undermine motivation, as specialisation only allows the staff to 
see one part of a job, never seeing the end result (see section 3.3.2). 
 
Other factors which were added to the list in the questionnaire included autonomy 
(valued highly by the 2 respondents), variety, managerial support, and a good 
relationship with colleagues.  (See Appendix L for full details) 
 
The key changes which the school administrative respondents listed for improving 
their work experience related to: 
 more secretarial or other support  (6 respondents) 
 own office/improved environment (4 respondents) 
 more responsibility/respect/recognition from academics and superiors (5 
respondents) 
 clarity in role/lines of responsibility (3 respondents) 
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Those changes cited by central administrative respondents concerned more time for 
planning, variety of tasks, better response from academics, better working 
environment and training.  
 
The Personnel Department provided statistics on the numbers of clerical staff in 
central offices and schools, together with the numbers of those leaving these areas 
in 2000 and 2001.  Although these also include non-student administrative staff, 
they will provide an indication of the turnover of staff in these areas and an analysis 
of the data is shown in Figure 7.14.    
 
As stated in section 6.3.1, high turnover is not necessarily an indication of low 
morale as there may be other causes including promotion, but the personnel figures 
may be linked with other factors to give a broader view of the situation. 
The above percentages are fairly close but show slightly higher figures for schools, 
with 8-12% leaving central positions per year and 12-13% leaving school positions. 
 
From the structured interviews with senior central and school administrators, there 
appeared to be a reasonable stability in staffing, with some isolated reports of past 
problems during periods of change or uncertainty.  As previously mentioned, 
however, there were reports that the review of administrative salary structure was 
causing some concern with most administrative staff, and the proposals to move 
central academic registry staff into a larger central unit was giving rise to uncertainty 
and lowering morale for those concerned. 
 
 
Figure 7.14: Percentage of Staff leaving Clerical 
Positions 2000-2001(University B)
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7.3.2 Methods of Operation 
 An area of the questionnaire for administrative staff asked whether there were any 
areas of work performed at a central level that would be better done by school staff.  
Only 4 of the 34 respondents gave suggestions for this.  One was from a central 
member of staff, which suggested that all work done by faculties should be 
centralised to coordinate procedures for pass lists etc. 
 
 The other 3 suggestions were from school administrative staff, and were as follows: 
 Marketing – more guidance from experienced people based in a central 
marketing office; 
 Student Support Services – it was felt that some of the services are duplicated; 
 Billing reports for invoicing individual modules could be set up centrally by 
Finance. 
 
For work currently performed centrally which would be better administered at a 
school level, there were 10 suggestions.  Three of these were from central staff as 
follows: 
 Processing of marks into the student record system would be better done by 
schools as local ownership of the process would improve the records and 
provide a faster service; 
 Module entry on to the student record system would also be better performed by 
schools; 
 Non-payment of tuition fees was referred to Credit Control rather than dealt with 
by the Academic Registry, which was more aggravation for students and less 
friendly. 
 
From school administrative staff, there were 7 suggestions for decentralising 
procedures relating to: 
 Having an office on other campuses for driving permits, student support, and 
university access cards; 
 Allowing postgraduate applications to be sent directly to the school; 
 Postgraduate offer letters being undertaken by schools; 
 Changing to electronic registration taking place in the schools; 
 Decentralisation of room bookings; 
 Marketing and publicity of courses devolved to schools. 
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7.3.3 Examples of Good Practice 
There were 3 examples cited by central administrative staff in the questionnaire 
responses relating to teamworking, using monthly hanging files and sharing folders 
on drives accessible to several staff. 
 
There were 16 examples from the 27 school respondents which are summarised as 
follows: 
 4 responses related to communication, eg regular sharing of ideas, induction 
and departure meetings with staff, shared drives and team communication. 
 3 respondents considered that their local databases for admissions, student 
tracking, and module data were models for other schools. 
 3 responses related to quality assurance and control, particularly evaluation 
procedures. 
 Measures for job satisfaction were given by 2 respondents, which included 
varied roles and giving one person specific responsibility for a programme of 
study. 
 Services for students were mentioned by 3 respondents, concerning lunchtime 
cover, customer service and having a central school information point for 
students and academics. 
A full list of all the responses is attached as Appendix L. 
 
Relating to communication, it was noted from the structured interviews that there is 
a regular forum for senior managers and administrators across the university, which 
provides an opportunity for dissemination of services and procedures by any of the 
university’s departments, eg Estates, Marketing, Research Support etc.  Its most 
important function, however, is to provide an opportunity for networking and 
exchanging ideas amongst administrative staff, and in this way it can prevent school 
staff becoming isolated from the practices in other schools. 
 
7.3.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of a partly-centralised, partly-decentralised 
Student Administration 
 
Within the questionnaire, administrative staff were asked whether they had found 
any advantages or disadvantages with the current partly-centralised systems for 
student administration.  There were varying opinions given by 5 of the 7 central 
respondents.  Disadvantages concerned overlapping areas of responsibility and 
duplication of information, whereas advantages related to being able to ‘police’ 
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schools and departments with poor administrative systems, more specialised 
knowledge and more diversity of roles.  These points were also reflected in the 20 
school staff responses, with several additional points including difficulties in 
communication.  A full summary for all staff is shown in Table 7.10. 
 
 
Table 7.10:  Advantages and Disadvantages of partly-centralised, partly 
decentralised Administration – Comments of Administrative Staff (University B) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic/Administrative Procedures 
 Current system gives more local 
control to processes and 
procedures than a completely 
centralised system; 
 Main events centrally 
coordinated but schools able to 
contribute; 
 Schools are not marginalised by 
too much central control; 
 Central system concentrates on 
undergraduates and does not always 
cater for needs of postgraduates. 
 Difficult to coordinate central activities 
such as registration, timetabling, 
graduation. 
 Schools fund central departments but 
have no control over services. 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Specialised knowledge and 
expertise 
 Enables central coordination with 
schools supplying specific needs 
 Central office deals with queries 
and reduces workload in schools 
 Some schools are able to handle 
PG applications directly, and 
speed up responses. 
 Overlapping areas of responsibility/ 
duplication 
 Less efficiency savings 
 Difficulties with communication between 
centre and school 
 Central departments become 
overloaded 
 Schools often do not have enough 
information to handle queries 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Central control and guidance 
ensuring efficient school 
administration in key areas 
 
 
Relating to Student Records 
 Central student record system is 
particularly useful. 
 
 Database input repetition with local and 
central databases; 
 Centre slow to respond to changes 
required by schools for central student 
record system; 
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Relating to Student Experience 
 Current system provides 
personal touch for face-to-face 
contact with support staff for 
student; 
 Confusing for students to know whether 
to go the central registry or school for 
information. 
 Dissemination of Student Union info is 
not effective; 
 Problems with communication with 
centre re student finance; 
Relating to Staff Experience 
 Diversity of roles  
 
The ratio of advantages to disadvantages is 11:13, giving the impression that there 
is a fairly even balance with most disadvantages being matched by advantages.  
The key problem which was mentioned by 5 administrative respondents is the 
duplication and overlapping areas of responsibility.  The main advantage which 
concerned 6 of the comments by respondents is that there is a central control with 
specialised staff providing guidance and policies but this still allows schools to cater 
for local needs. 
 
7.4 Summary Analysis 
 University B is a long-established university which receives a high degree of 
research income.  However in recent years it has found that there is a need to 
rationalise in order to cope with the efficiency gains required by the HEFCE.  It has 
therefore made gradual changes towards centralising the student administration in 
order to make economies.   
 
 At the time of the study (2001-2003), the student administration is partly centralised 
and partly performed by school administrators.  The central student record system is 
still being incorporated but is becoming widely used, although schools still rely 
heavily on local databases. 
 
 In the questionnaire survey of academics, 37.5% felt that the student administration 
is as efficient as it can be within the current resources, whereas 50% responded that 
it was not. However the majority considered that it was adequately resourced, and 
the different student administrative procedures were mainly rated as good to very 
good, with registration procedures receiving a satisfactory to good rating.  
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 The academic staff generally favoured the amount of decentralisation in the current 
administrative systems which gives a degree of flexibility and control in the 
procedures, although in some cases it involved extra work for them, eg in 
considering admissions, invigilating examinations.  They felt that the 
registration/enrolment procedures caused excess paperwork and queuing for 
students, and would like to see more streamlined systems perhaps with on-line 
registration. 
 
 The need for a centrally-coordinated student record system is recognised, but many 
schools have specific needs which this database cannot meet, which leads to the 
use of local databases and duplication of input. 
 
 From the administrative point of view, the main disadvantage of the partly 
centralised and partly decentralised systems was the duplication and overlapping for 
areas of responsibility.  The main advantage was cited as the central control with the 
provision of specialised staff providing guidance and policies, at the same time as 
allowing school administrators to cater for local needs. 
 
 The morale and job satisfaction of the administrators was shown to be better in 
schools than the centre, but it was noted that the central administration was in a 
state of uncertainty and change which was lowering morale.  The University was 
also undertaking a restructuring of salary grades which meant that a freeze on 
regradings was causing general dissatisfaction amongst administrative staff.  It was 
noticeable that the two areas ranked highest for job satisfaction by central 
administrative staff were ‘good salary’ and ‘comfortable workplace’, which could be 
considered to be under threat in the measures for centralisation.  For school 
administrative staff, the two most highly ranked factors were ‘recognition of 
managers’ and ‘recognition of colleagues’. 
 
 The number of staff leaving central clerical positions and school clerical positions 
was very similar, with 8-12% leaving central positions per year and 12-14% leaving 
school positions.  However from the structured interviews with senior administrators, 
it was reported that there was a reasonable stability in staffing, with some isolated 
instances of past problems during periods of change or uncertainty.  
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CHAPTER 8: CASE STUDY OF UNIVERSITY C 
 
 
[The information for this case study has been obtained from structured interviews, 
questionnaires, university documents and webpages during the research, as described in 
section 5.2.  Where other sources are used, these are quoted. Full summaries of all 
questionnaire results are included in Appendices M and N.] 
 
8.1 Background 
University C received its charter after the abolition of the binary system in 1992 (see 
section 2.1).  It has one main campus, and in recent years there has been a 
restructuring from 8 schools to 6 schools.  At the time of the study (2002-3), there 
were approximately 12000 full-time students and 5000 part-time students, and the 
income profile from HESA statistics (1999) is as shown in Figure 8.1. 
 
In the structured interviews, the number of central administrative staff was given as 
35 for the central registry.  The number of staff in schools varies, but the following 
examples are given as a sample: 
 School A:  25 administrative staff with 3000 full-time and 540 part-time students. 
 School B:  26 administrative staff with 2000 full-time students and 730 part-time 
students. 
 School C: 24 administrative staff with 2800 full-time students and 700 part-time. 
 School D:  21 administrative staff with 1700 full-time students and 120 part-time. 
 
The total number of academic staff, including non-teaching, was approximately 750 
in 2002.  From personnel records (which may include non-student administrative 
staff), there was a total of around 300 administrative staff in 2002. 
Figure 8.1:  University C - Income Profile
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 From the questionnaire responses in the macro study of 1998 (see Chapter 4), the 
university administration was mainly decentralised.  In the structured interviews, the 
University Secretary commented that a large amount of decentralisation was 
important to provide a friendlier environment for the students.  His experience was 
that central administrators were regarded by students as more impersonal and 
concerned with enforcing regulations.  For this reason, the students were more likely 
to look to local administrators, whom they often knew by name, for advice or 
support. 
 
The percentage  of centralisation/decentralisation for each administrative process is 
shown in Table 8.1. 
 Table 8.1:  Percentage of Centralisation vs School-based tasks for Student 
Administrative Processes (University C) 
 
Functions Central  
% 
School-based  
% 
Admissions 25 75 
Enrolment 50 50 
Maintenance of Student Files 25 75 
Receipt of assignments from students 0 100 
Recording assessment marks on student 
computer records 
0 100 
Examination Administration 50 50 
Assessment Board Servicing 0 100 
Maintenance of Student Computer Records 50 50 
Admin of Modular Programmes (if applicable) 50 50 
Admin of Programme/Course validations 75 25 
Admin of overseas students 50 50 
Admin of research students 50 50 
Student enquiries, re course/progs 50 50 
 
 The central registry is divided into four main sections, Registry Services, Research 
Section, Programmes and Quality Support, and the Management Information Unit.  
The Registry Services office has 20 people split into two teams, with a Registry 
Office leading each team.  Each of the teams is responsible for 3 schools, and one 
team person will look after certain courses and the relevant students right through 
from admissions to results letters.  The Registry Office Manager considered that this 
distribution of work ensured that the staff gained motivation by seeing the students 
progess through from admission to completion. 
 
 Each school has an administrative structure to suit its individual needs, but an 
example structure is as shown in Figure 8.2.
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Figure 8.2:  Example School Structure at University C 
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For the questionnaire survey as described in section 5.2, 275 questionnaires were 
sent out to academics in November 2002, and 120 copies were distributed to 
administrative staff in the central registry and in the 6 schools.  From the academics, 
35 responses were received (13% return), and from administrators there were 22 
responses (18% return).  The full summary of results from these responses are 
included in Appendices M and N. 
 
 The academic response to the question, “In your opinion, is the student 
administration as efficient as it can be with the current resources?” is shown in 
Figure 8.3. 
 
The majority of the respondents (48.6%) therefore considered that the student 
administration was efficient within the available resources, and as shown in Figure 
8.4 it was considered by 40% of the academic replies to be under-resourced. 
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8.2 Method of Operation for Student Administration 
 From the structured interviews and university documents, the following methods of 
operation were noted for University C. 
 
8.2.1 Admissions Administration 
8.2.1.1 Description 
 All UCAS applications are received in the central registry and are divided between 
the teams.  Overseas and European applications are sent to the International Office, 
and a copy of any applications from disabled students is sent to the Disabilities 
Officer.  The home applications are then divided by school and distributed to the 
admissions staff in each school. 
 
 Within the schools, practices may differ slightly, particularly for ADAR applicants in 
subjects such as Art & Design which may require sight of portfolios and an interview 
for the majority of the applicants.  However in general the academics set guidelines 
for each course or programme, and the decisions are made by school admissions 
administrators.  Non-standard decisions would be referred to an academic 
designated as the recruitment manager or admissions tutor. For UCAS applications, 
the school admissions administrators input the decisions into the database, and this 
data is uploaded to UCAS at intervals by the central computing staff. 
 
 Postgraduate applications are dealt with completely within the schools. 
 
 Following the advice of auditors, there is a change proposed to the current system 
for the next year, in that a central unit is being set up to deal with the coordination, 
monitoring and checking, and possibly dealing with straightforward decision. 
 
8.2.1.2 Appraisal 
 The general rating of effectiveness of the administrative procedures and 
mechanisms is shown in Figure 8.5, which summarises the 35 academic responses 
from the relevant question in the questionnaire. 
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The majority of academic respondents therefore considered that the admissions 
procedures are satisfactory to good.  From the 35 respondents, 16 (45.7%) claimed 
that they had involvement in the admissions procedures.  Their recommended 
changes showed varying opinions about the plans to centralise some of the 
admissions processes, and the 9 recommendations can be summarised as follows: 
 Centralise administration of appointments and interviews; 
 Dispense with central control, give support to course tutors; 
 Training for admissions staff; 
 Computer programme for matching students at Clearing; 
 More Clearing staff; 
 Centralise part-time admissions. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages of the existing, mainly decentralised, 
admissions procedures according to the academic respondents are as shown in 
Table 8.2. The full list of responses for the questionnaire can be seen in Appendix 
M. 
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Table 8.2:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Decentralised Admissions 
Procedures (Academic Perspective, University C) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Individual contact with applicants 
gives more informed view of course 
& student match; 
 Easier to cope with idiosyncrasies of 
courses in informed way; 
 Ease of confirmation of academic 
qualifications; 
 Where UCAS enquiries may be 
applicable to other schools/depts, 
these may not be coordinated; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Workload is shifted to school level 
administrative assistants; 
 Immediate decisions able to be 
taken; 
 
 The time involved; 
 Administration/paperwork involved; 
 Confusing for some students, 
especially part-time, who apply 
across schools for several courses; 
 Time delays in forms going from 
centre to school and vice versa; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Clear policies (in theory) across the 
school; 
 
 
To summarise the academic view on admissions processes therefore, the 
respondents generally considered that they are satisfactory to good, and although 
there is extra work for academics, this is justified by the ability to make decisions 
based on local knowledge of course requirements and individual contact with the 
applicants.  There are several remarks which demonstrate that a more centralised 
system would not be welcome, although some respondents suggested centralising 
appointments/interviews and part-time admissions. 
 
8.2.2 Examinations Administration 
8.2.2.1 Description 
 The central registry coordinates a large part of the examinations processes, and as 
indicated in section 8.1 each team in the registry is responsible for the 
administration requirements of certain courses.   
 
 The examination period is mainly in May/June, with resits taking place in 
August/September.  Only a few examinations take place in January and February.  
These latter are mainly organised by the school administrative staff.  
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The examination question papers plus model answers are prepared by the 
academic staff in the school, with the help of the designated administrative staff and 
under the supervision of the school registrar.  Camera-ready copies are sent to the 
central registry for photocopying, and when this has been done, the relevant 
academic staff are required to check the copies in the central registry and sign for 
their accuracy.  According to one of the school registrars, this requirement to go in 
person to the central office causes complaints within the academic staff. 
  
 Once the paper is printed, the registry team members prepare a pack for each of 
their courses, with information about how many question papers are needed, any 
special stationery requirements, and a marks sheet proforma attached.  
 
 The examinations scheduling is controlled by a separate central team using a 
dedicated exam scheduling computer system.  This relies on information from the 
main student record system such as course information and the students’ module 
choices.  To ensure this information is correct before the exam scheduling begins, 
registration details are sent out to the students for checking, with a limited return 
rate. 
 
 The schools have an opportunity to check the schedule and ask for special 
requirements for individual students.  The school publishes the timetables on 
noticeboards, intranet and/or plasma screen.  It is planned to publish the timetable 
on the web pages in future. Invigilation requests are sent to schools by the central 
registry around April, and the schools provide the names.  Some invigilators are 
hired if required. 
 
 After the exam, the academics pick up the scripts from the central registry for 
marking.  The input of marks is done by the school administrative staff, and the 
school academic office staff prints the marks and passes them to the school subject 
group.  This team organises the subject boards and makes any changes which are 
made at the boards.  The school programme team then arranges the programme 
boards and prints profiles for each student.  After the boards, the final results print-
outs are sent to the central registry.  The school staff marks these up for ‘narratives’, 
ie standard or special text to be included in the results letters. 
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The central staff prints off the results letters using a complicated computer system 
which takes a lot of time.  These need to be checked by the school administrator, 
who prints them out from the student record system.  They are signed off in the 
school and sent out by the central registry.  According to the school administrators, 
the letters do not go out early enough because of the lengthy central system, and 
consequently the school administrators have to deal with many enquiries chasing 
results.  No results are put on notice boards for data protection reasons, and the 
tutors are expected to tell the results to students in the first instance.  Some schools 
are pilotting using Web CT to allow the students to check their results on line after 
ratification at the programme boards. 
  
Where resits are required, the school administrators also need to send out details 
for the students and it would save time to include these with the results letters.  
However this relies on the cooperation of the central administrators, and it is more 
usual for this to be done by the school registrars. 
 
8.2.2.2 Appraisal 
 The academic respondents on the whole rated the administration for examinations 
as satisfactory to good, as shown in Figure 8.6: 
 Of the 35 academic respondents, 25 (71%) claimed an involvement with the 
examinations processes, and 14 of these recommended changes, summarised as 
follows: 
 Administrative staff should invigilate, not academics; 
 More decentralisation to give more flexibility; 
 Later deadline dates; 
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 Earlier publication of timetable dates; 
 Provide help with picking up scripts; 
 Reduce the stages in the process; 
 More negotiation on timing of examinations; 
 The final copy of exam papers should be returned to the school for checking. 
 Publish the results on-line. 
 The advantages and disadvantages of the current, partly centralised system for 
examinations administration are collated in Table 8.3. 
 
Table 8.3:   Advantages and Disadvantages of partly centralised 
Examinations Systems (Academic Perspective, University C) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Central coordination is better for 
modular programmes; 
 Easier communication between 
university and external examiners; 
 Acad staff have to invigilate; 
 Have to check question papers 
twice; 
 Academics lose control of 
processes; 
 Process starts early; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Timetabling & invigilation is done 
centrally; 
 Access to a larger pool of rooms; 
 Less work for school; 
 Minimises duplication of work; 
 Delays in producing timetable; 
 Inflexibility; 
 Errors crop up on question papers 
which academics have corrected; 
 Clashes of exam and student times; 
 Duplicates workload. 
 School has responsibility but no 
overall control. 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Consistent approach equitable 
across all schools; 
 Reliable and secure system; 
 Clear procedures and deadlines. 
 
 
 As for University B, the requirement for academics to invigilate at examinations is 
again being cited as a waste of academic time.  The preparation of question papers 
also attracted adverse comments in the academic responses, particularly duplication 
in checking procedures.  However overall the processes were rated as satisfactory 
to good, and the advantages of having a consistent approach and central 
coordination of rooms and timetabling were acknowledged. 
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8.2.3 Assignment Collection 
8.2.3.1 Description 
 All assignment collection is organised by the individual schools, but the university 
requires a receipt system to be operated to provide an audit trail for late penalties 
and proof of handing in.  The school usually assigns one office as a hand-in point, 
and each assignment is logged.  From the structured interviews with school 
registrars, it was noted that a few assignments may be mislaid but all reappear.  In 
some cases, student helpers are employed to assist with receipting at peak times. 
 
8.2.3.2 Appraisal 
 From the academic questionnaire responses at University C, the rating for 
effectiveness of the assignment collection procedures is as shown in Figure 8.7.  
 
Of those academics who responded to the questionnaire, 37 percent (13 
academics) had an involvement with the assignment collection processes, and 12 of 
these recommended changes which are summarised as follows: 
 Use of bar coding for receipts and to facilitate anonymous marking; 
 Multipart receipts; 
 Cut out bureaucracy enforced for quality audits; 
 Hand in directly to academic, particularly for small groups. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages of the current decentralised system for 
collecting assignments from the academic point of view are collated in Table 8.4. 
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Table 8.4:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Decentralised Assignment 
Collection (Academic Perspective, University C) 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Academics have more control of 
process; 
 Less work for academic staff; 
 Academic staff are required to 
accept late submissions; 
 Inconsistency from lecturer to 
lecturer; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Flexibility; 
 Locally managed and therefore 
accessible – centralised system 
would cause huge delays and lost 
coursework; 
 Convenient and reliable; 
 Takes lots of admin time; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Audit trail  Different practices within schools; 
Relating to Student Experience 
 One point of collection; 
 Helps students relate to their ‘home’ 
school; 
 Receipt provided to protect student; 
 Paper-oriented – student fills in two 
pieces of paper; 
 Not all students (eg part-time) can 
attend during office opening times; 
 Possible for students to forge 
receipts. 
 
In general, the academic staff expressed a preference for a school-based system 
for the collection of assignments, although they recognised that it did require a lot of 
administrative resources at peak times.  There were several comments which 
indicated that academics would prefer to be able to collect assignments directly, 
particularly for part-time modules or where there are only a few students involved.  
The need for receipts to be given to protect the student and also to avoid false 
hand-in claims was also observed, and it was felt advisable to have an audit trail in 
this way. 
 
8.2.4 Enrolment of Students 
8.2.4.1 Description 
 The main enrolment is at the beginning of the autumn term, although there is some 
enrolment going on throughout the year with nursing and postgraduate courses.  
The main hall is used as a one-stop shop for the key processes, and this is 
organised by the central Registry Office.  During these processes, the students are 
enrolled to the appropriate courses, and they check and sign an enrolment form as 
an agreement to adhere to university regulations.  They are also photographed, 
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provided with a student card, student loan cheques and Student Union registration.  
The card provides access to the computer networks and the library facilities. 
 
 There is also a school involvement, in that printed enrolment forms are sent to the 
schools by the central registry, which are then distributed to the students.  The 
school gives guidance for completion via induction sessions, academics sign their 
forms and advise students when they should go to the main hall to complete 
enrolment. 
 
 There are often long queues, but it is felt that these are improving.  The time for 
enrolment can currently vary between 10 minutes to 2 hours. 
 
 Plans are in hand for 2004, with a pilot in 2003, to enable students to enrol 
anywhere, anytime, with a sign-in procedure.  
 
 The module choices are currently entered on to the student database by the 
schools.  There is a pilot planned to allow students to have access to change some 
of their data, with a system of validation checks.  This is working towards giving 
students ownership of their own data. 
 
8.2.4.2 Appraisal 
 From the 35 academic responses, a quarter felt that the administrative procedures 
for enrolment were unsatisfactory.  The rating of effectiveness is shown in Figure 
8.8. 
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 From the 26 academic respondents (75%) who mentioned an involvement with the 
enrolment/registration procedures, 21 recommended changes to the current 
centralised system.  The key changes in brief are as follows: 
 
 Reduce current induction week to 2 days; 
 More flexible timing, particularly for part-time students; 
 Introduce on-line enrolment; 
 Send enrolment forms to student in mid September by mail; 
 Enrol returning students at the end of the previous academic year; 
 Enrol part-time students in class; 
 Once enrolled, student data should be printed and checked  by administrative 
staff; 
 Reduce need for academics to check module selection forms; 
 
On-line enrolment was raised by 6 of the academics. 
 
A full list of the recommended changes, together with the advantages and 
disadvantages raised by academics, is available in Appendix M, but Table 8.5 gives 
a summary of the latter. 
 
Figure 8.5: Advantages and Disadvantages of mainly centralised 
Registration/Enrolment (Academic Perspective: University C) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Suits modular system; 
 Easily able to identify enrolled 
students; 
 Less admin for academic staff; 
 Closer and personal contact with 
student cohort at an early stage; 
 
 For academic staff and students, 
very time consuming and boring 
process; 
 Centre has little knowledge of 
courses that have different 
enrolment needs; 
 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Swift management; 
 Generally smooth running with time 
slots organised; 
 Efficient administrative procedures; 
 Admin info and academic info given 
to students at same time; 
 A lot of time is wasted in induction 
week on peripheral activities; 
 Too many students for the system; 
 It is dependent on timings of central 
Registry; 
 Slow pace; 
 Extreme staff pressures; 
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 No appropriate checking 
mechanism for enrolment 
documentation; 
 Communication can break down eg 
re module choices; 
 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Consistent approach;  
Relating to Student Experience 
 All students get similar induction 
experience, with dissemination of 
best practice. 
 Lack of flexibility for part-time 
students or other non-standard 
courses; 
 Conveyor-belt system, and more 
individual attention should be given 
to students; 
 Unfriendly process for part-time 
postgraduate students; 
 Returning students consider going 
to central registration as a waste of 
time. 
 
 Overall, there does appear to be a fair amount of dissatisfaction with the current 
systems, particularly for the time taken up for students, academics and 
administrative staff.  The changes planned for the enrolment/registration systems 
should alleviate many of the problems.  
 
8.2.5. Students Records 
8.2.5.1 Description 
 The student records database at University C is an in-house system based on 
Oracle installed in 2000, but this does not cover exam scheduling, timetabling and 
the teaching schedule which are done by separate packages using downloads from 
the main database.  The system is highly rated in the central registry, and there are 
plans to incorporate exam scheduling and room bookings. 
 
 All schools have access to the student records database, and read-only access is 
open to any staff who demonstrate a need, providing that training is undertaken. 
The Registry has ultimate responsibility for the data, but after the initial downloads 
from UCAS, the schools manage their own records.  A validation check is made with 
students as part of the annual enrolment process.  
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 From the structured interviews, it was noted that some schools consider that they 
are held responsible for the accuracy of student records, and yet they feel they do 
not have control over these.  
 
8.2.5.2 Appraisal 
 The rating of effectiveness from the 35 academic respondents is as shown in Figure 
8.9. 
 From the 35 academic respondents, 45.7% said that they had adequate access to 
the student records, and the percentages keeping local databases is shown in 
Figure 8.10. 
 Twenty-six of the academic respondents (74%) recommended changes, 10 of which 
(29%) concerned academic access.  A summary of the changes required is as 
follows: 
 Direct read-only access for academic staff; 
 Write-access for course tutors for module input and marks input; 
 More  specific questions at enrolment to ensure correct information entered; 
0
5
10
15
20
25
30
35
40
%
V
e
ry
 g
o
o
d
G
o
o
d
S
a
ti
s
fa
c
to
ry
U
n
s
a
ti
s
fa
c
to
ry
M
is
s
in
g
Figure 8.9: Academic Rating of Effectiveness of Student 
Record Systems (% of responses, University C)
Academic Rating %
0
10
20
30
40
50
%
Never Sometimes Frequently Always
Figure 8.10: Academics maintaining personal Student 
Record Systems (% of responses, University C)
% Academic Respondents
 177 
 Allow students access via web files to correct record and register modules; 
 Decentralise records and results letters to schools to speed up systems and cut 
out forms; 
 Make current system more efficient, more accurate and more user-friendly; 
 Make system more flexible to cope with non standard courses/programmes. 
The advantages and disadvantages of the current system as noted by the academic 
respondents are compared in Table 8.6. 
 
Table 8.6: Advantages and Disadvantages of the Central Student Record 
System maintained by School Staff (Academic Perspective, University C) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Local information is at hand; 
 Access to personal data for 
references; 
 Cannot access records directly; 
 Inflexible; 
 Unable to track course 
requirements as opposed to module 
data; 
 In practice not reliable, still need 
hand counts in class; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Control and easy access to 
information; 
 Would slow systems down if 
centralised; 
 More liable to be kept up to date; 
 Confusion between the centre and 
the school; 
 Inconsistencies in availability of 
data; 
 Slow to record changes; 
 Interface with other systems and 
webct is poor. 
 Duplication of effort in training 
everyone; 
 Double entering of statistics/marks; 
 Staff time for inputting; 
 Records inadequate; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Central record and coordination; 
 School lists of plagiarism cases and 
special needs held; 
 Keeps confidentiality; 
 Complex regulations; 
 Violation of data protection act. 
 
In summary therefore, the academic view is that the record system is rated 
satisfactory to good on the whole, but many complain about lack of access (in spite 
of the policy that access is available to all after training).  Around a third of the 
respondents frequently found it necessary to keep local records, and from Table 8.6 
the reasons for this could relate to unreliability, inflexibility or lack of access.  The 
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routine for the printing of results letters from the central record system is 
complicated and slow, and was one procedure recommended for decentralisation. 
 
8.3 Results of the Survey of Administrative Staff 
 As indicated in section 8.1, in November 2002 120 questionnaires were distributed 
to administrative staff in the central registry and in the schools, and there were 22 
responses (18% response rate) consisting of 9 from the central registry and 13 from 
schools.  Full details of responses are attached in Appendix N.  
 
 Of the 22 respondents, 7 (32%) were in supervisory positions and 9 (41%) were in 
senior administrative or administrative assistant positions.  All the key administrative 
functions were represented. 
  
8.3.1 Motivation and Morale 
 From the total administrative respondents, 54.6% gained more satisfaction than 
dissatisfaction from their work, 18.2% more dissatisfaction, and 18.2% felt that there 
was about the same level of satisfaction as dissatisfaction.   
 This indicates that there is very little difference between the job satisfaction for the 
central and school-based administrative staff.  The reasons given for job satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction are as listed in Appendix N, but briefly these involve: 
 Elements giving satisfaction 
 Completing tasks satisfactorily on time (4 mentions) 
 Helping students (7 mentions) 
 Being consulted, having responsibility and some autonomy (3 mentions) 
 Specific types of projects, challenges or work (4 mentions) 
 
 
 
Figure 8.11: Level of Satisfaction by Primary Working 
Environment (Administrative Staff, University C)
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Elements giving dissatisfaction 
 Inaccurate/conflicting data (2 mentions) 
 Lack of cooperation or understanding from academics or other staff (11 
mentions) 
 Low pay / lack of recognition or appreciation (2 mentions) 
 Lack of training (1 mention) 
 Repetitive, menial or unrewarding tasks (3 mentions) 
 
As far as morale is concerned, there were a lesser proportion claiming low morale (4 
people ie 18%), the majority considered their morale was average (10 people, 46%), 
with 8 people having high morale (36%).  When these statistics are divided by 
primary working environment, the results are as shown in Figure 8.12. 
As with the levels of job satisfaction, there is very little difference between the 
morale in the central registry and the school administrative staff.  This bears out the 
information given in the structured interviews with central administrative staff, in that 
the workforce has been fairly stable and the office manager has been at the 
University for 12 years.  Although there have been a few changes since 2001, this 
has been largely due to retirements.   
 
In the schools, the registrars felt that morale on the whole was good, but that certain 
times of the year saw a decrease in morale, largely due to pressure of work and 
increases in complaints.  One registrar commented that where there is ownership 
within the school, morale is good, but talks of centralisation (as for admissions, see 
section 8.2.1.1) have a destabilising effect. A particular problem for morale arises at 
examination results time, because the schools have to deal with the calls from 
students wanting their results letters.  The central registry has the control over this 
process and as indicated in section 8.2.2.1 it is a complicated process using the 
central student record system which is time-consuming. 
Figure 8.12:  Morale by Primary Working 
Environment (Administrative Staff, University C)
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The reasons for low morale in the central offices given in the administrative 
questionnaire responses included lack of recognition by senior management, 
unrealistic deadlines, lack of challenge and variety, and low pay.  The school 
respondents also attributed low morale to lack of challenge and appreciation, but 
added poor working relationships with colleagues. 
 
“Average” morale level in the central offices was also connected with recognition of 
managers or colleagues, volume of work and working relationships.  In the school, 
factors were lack of communication and teamwork, too much or too little work, 
isolation, and not knowing the end product. 
 
High morale in the central staff was attributed to support from colleagues, promotion 
and recognition.  The school staff mentioned their line manager and training. 
 
The ranking of factors for job satisfaction from the responses to question B5 in the 
administrative questionnaire has been calculated in Table 8.7, with the lowest score 
being the most important. 
 
Table 8.7:   Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for Administrative Staff 
(University C) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents 
noting presence in 
current post 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
Good Salary 
Having challenging projects 
Seeing a job to completion 
Recognition of managers 
Recognition of colleagues 
Training 
Achievable goals 
Comfortable workplace 
Career prospects 
Being given important projects 
Prestige 
Title 
60 
87 
90 
101 
104 
109 
110 
113 
119 
127 
184 
213 
6  (27%) 
10 (45%) 
16 (72%) 
9 (41%) 
14 (64%) 
16 (72%) 
11 (50%) 
14 (64%) 
6 (27%) 
9 (41%) 
1 (5%) 
11 (50%) 
 
When the ranking scores are divided according to primary working environment, the 
results are as shown in Tables 8.8 and 8.9. 
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Table 8.8:   Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for Central Administrative 
Staff (University C) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents noting 
presence in current post 
(% of central respondents) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
Recognition of managers 
Good salary 
Having challenging projects 
Seeing a job to completion 
Recognition of colleagues 
Comfortable workplace 
Career prospects 
Achievable goals 
Being given important projects 
Training 
Prestige 
Title 
 
22 
30 
36 
39 
41 
44 
46 
48 
49 
66 
80 
93 
5 (56%) 
3 (33%) 
5 (56%) 
7 (78%) 
6 (67%) 
6 (67%) 
2 (22%) 
5 (56%) 
5 (56%) 
7 (78%) 
0 
6 (67%) 
 
 
Table 8.9:  Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for School Administrative 
Staff (University C) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents noting 
presence in current post 
(% of school respondents) 
1 
2 
3) 
3) 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
 
Good salary 
Training 
Seeing a job to completion 
Having challenging projects 
Achievable goals 
Recognition of colleagues 
Comfortable workplace 
Career prospects 
Being given important projects 
Recognition of managers 
Prestige 
Title 
30 
43 
51 
51 
62 
63 
69 
73 
78 
79 
104 
120 
 
3 (23%) 
9 (69%) 
9 (69%) 
5 (38%) 
6 (46%) 
8 (62%) 
8 (62%) 
4 (31%) 
4 (31%) 
4 (31%) 
1 (8%) 
5 (38%) 
 
The recognition of managers is much higher on the central staff list (1
st
) than on the 
school staff list (10
th
).  The office layout may be a contributory factor in this, in that 
the central office has the managerial staff very close, whereas in the schools they 
are often in separate offices.  The salary is very high on each list.  Training is high 
on the list for school staff, but has taken a low position in the list for central staff, 
although it has a high presence for each.  This may relate to the central computer 
record system, as it may be easier for central staff to have a more detailed 
knowledge of its facilities. 
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Only two administrative respondents brought in additional factors, which were job 
security and friendly colleagues.  Thirteen respondents recommended changes to 
their work experience. In the centre, these concerned 
 more time to work strategically  
 more variety of work 
 more opportunity to delegate 
 tightening of disciplinary procedures 
 having opinions taken seriously. 
 
In the schools, the first three of the above list also featured, with the addition of: 
 more space in the office 
 more challenging duties 
 more funding for external training 
 more control 
 move near to other colleagues doing similar work. 
 
Bearing in mind that there may be a variety of reasons why staff leave positions, the 
turnover of staff in University C was analysed, using statistics provided by the 
Personnel Department.  These statistics may include non-student administrative 
staff, and therefore can only provide a rough guide. 
 
In the most recent years, the percentage of administrative staff leaving the schools 
has been consistently higher than in the central offices, with 19-30% leaving the 
schools and 8-13% leaving the centre.  But in the first two years shown, there was a 
higher proportion leaving the centre. 
Figure 8.13:Percentage of Staff leaving 
Administrative Positions 1997-2002 (University C)
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8.3.2 Methods of Operation 
 The administrative respondents cited 6 areas of work currently performed at school 
level which they considered would be better centralised.  Three central staff made 
suggestions and a further three came from school staff. 
 From central staff: 
 To avoid the conflicts between school and central data, it was felt that processes 
should be re-engineered to ensure better collection and storage procedures; (2 
mentions) 
 It was recommended that the MSc research programme be coordinated 
centrally; 
From school staff: 
 Admissions would be better processed by a central admissions unit; 
 Invoices and queries should be dealt with centrally; 
 The central procedures for recording module information should be improved. 
 
For areas of work currently performed at a central level, there were 6 suggestions 
where work would be better performed by the schools, as follows: 
From central staff: 
 It was suggested that a common school approach would minimise the need for 
corrections by central staff; 
 School staff should learn more about the student record system to access data 
for themselves, and cut down enquiries to the centre. 
From school staff: 
 It would be better to do the results letters and chair’s action administration in the 
school; 
 The centre should allow the schools longer access to input student information 
and marks; 
 The school should set up all module information; 
 Schools should have more control of finance to avoid delays in queries and 
payment. 
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8.3.3 Examples of Good Practice 
 The full list of examples cited by administrative staff is given in Appendix N, but 
briefly these are as follows: 
 Consistency in reporting systems each year allows new staff to learn more 
quickly; 
 Regular liaison meetings between the central staff and school registrars ensures 
a good relationship; 
 Different officers have delineated areas of responsibility and see the processes 
through from beginning to end. 
 
Academic Staff acknowledged the efficient assignment handling system at 
University C, and also recommended the system of exam timetabling for the 
Internet.  In the good practice noted by the academics from other universities, 
several mentioned better enrolment systems such as on-line or postal. 
 
8.3.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of a largely decentralised Student 
Administration 
 
 From the administrative responses to the questionnaire, the central staff highlighted 
the disadvantages concerning difficulties of getting accurate data from schools, 
incompatible school methodologies, lack of communication between schools and 
varying expertise, and duplication of effort.  The school staff saw more advantages, 
with flexibility, ability to get to know students, more specialised staff, with 
administration being quicker and easier at local level. 
  
 Conversely the central staff also saw advantages of the existing system, with 
standards being maintained by a central steer and devolved systems enabling areas 
of expertise to focus on research.  The school staff noted the disadvantages of 
disjointed processes when operating between the school and the centre. 
 
8.4 Summary Analysis 
 University C is a well-established higher education institution which received 
university status in 1992.  It relies heavily on funding council grants and fees for its 
income, with very little research income.  The student administration is mainly 
decentralised but a few elements such as enrolment and examinations 
administration have a high degree of centralisation.  At the time of the study in 2002-
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3, there were plans to centralise UG admissions processes, following 
recommendations from auditors. 
 
 The central registry is divided into two teams which perform the administration 
needs for a portfolio of programmes/courses from admissions through to 
examinations.  From the responses of the administrative staff, it was clear that the 
morale and motivation for these staff was mainly high, which bears out the 
Manager’s view that staff gain motivation by seeing the students progress.  The 
school administration staff also showed a high degree of motivation, but morale was 
not as high as indicated for the centre.   
 
 The factors which were most valued by administrative staff for job satisfaction were 
“good salary” and “having challenging projects”, but “recognition of managers” was 
ranked highest by central staff and “training” appeared high on the list for school 
staff. 
 
 From the point of view of efficiency, the majority of the academic respondents in the 
questionnaire survey (48.6%) felt that the student administration was as efficient as 
it could be within the available resources, and a high proportion (40%) considered 
that it was under-resourced.  For the academic ratings of the individual processes, 
each one was mainly satisfactory to good, with enrolment and the student record 
system showing slightly more unsatisfactory comments.  The assignment processes 
showed a slightly higher “very good” percentage.  The processes for results letters 
to students attracted several comments, in that the system was a complicated 
process and caused delays and complaints from students.   The use of academics 
for invigilation was also a cause of complaint. 
 
 Many academics recommended a move towards on-line enrolment, and it was noted 
that a pilot is being planned for 2003 to bring in improvements. 
 
 Most of the academic staff felt it necessary to keep personal databases for student 
information, and several requested more access to the central computer records.  
Although the policy is to give access and training where a need is demonstrated, 
academic access did not appear to have become widespread. 
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 The key advantages according to both academics and administrative staff for having 
a mainly decentralised system related to student service and the ability for 
academics and administrators to get to know the students.  It was considered by 
some staff that school offices are seen as more approachable.  A key disadvantage 
was the difficulty in obtaining information to keep the central record system 
accurate. 
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CHAPTER 9: CASE STUDY OF UNIVERSITY D 
 
 
 
 
[The information for this case study has been obtained from structured interviews, 
questionnaires, university documents and webpages during the research, as described in 
section 5.2.  Where other sources are used, these are quoted. Full summaries of all 
questionnaire results are included in Appendices P and Q.] 
 
 
9.1 Background 
 This case study university is spread over 9 campuses and received its university 
charter in 1992.  Its management is devolved across 9 faculties in addition to a 
Further Education division, and the student administration is almost completely 
decentralised.  All the faculties have divisions, which are usually schools or 
departments.  The faculties vary in their structure for student administration, with 
some having an administration office in each school and others have one central 
faculty office. At the time of the study (2002-3), University D had around 23-24000 
HE students, 46% of which were part-time. A large proportion of the income is 
derived from funding council grants as shown in Figure 9.1 which is based on HESA 
statistics (1999). 
 From personnel statistics, the total number of administrative staff in the 9 faculties 
amounts to around 400, and in the central offices around 75, however this appears 
to include a large number of non-student administrators so provides only a rough 
guide.  According to the information given in structured interviews the number of 
staff in the central academic registry totals 28, including the Director and deputy, 2 
Figure 9.1: University D - Income Profile
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department administrators, 7 admissions staff, 15 for student records and 
examinations and 2 for student conduct and appeals. 
 
 As an example of the staffing situation in the faculties, the following samples are 
given using information from faculty registrars: 
 Faculty A: Approx 80 academic staff, 17 faculty administrators plus course 
administrators in departments, 3800 students (60% part-time). 
 Faculty B: Approx 45 academic staff, 19 administrative staff (including 2 finance), 
and 1400 students (50% part-time) 
 Faculty C: Approx 80 academic staff, 22 administrative staff, 2000 students (30% 
part-time) 
 Faculty D: Approx 250 academic staff, circa 30 administrative staff (25% part-time), 
3700 students including 400 franchise and 850 part-time. 
 Faculty E: Approx 60 academic staff, 19 administrative staff with 1500 students 
(30% part-time). 
 
 From the macro study in 1998 (as described in Chapter 4), the student 
administration was shown to be mainly decentralised, and the percentage for each 
administrative process is as shown in Table 9.1. 
 
 Table 9.1: Estimated Percentage of Centralisation vs Faculty-based tasks for 
Student Administrative Process (University D) 
 
Functions Central  
% 
Faculty-based  
% 
Admissions 40 60 
Enrolment 40 60 
Maintenance of Student Files 40 60 
Receipt of assignments from 
students 
0 100 
Recording assessment marks on 
student computer records 
0 100 
Examination Administration 0 100 
Assessment Board Servicing 40 60 
Maintenance of Student Computer 
Records 
40 60 
Admin of Modular Programmes (if 
applicable) 
0 100 
Admin of Programme/Course 
validations 
0 100 
Admin of overseas students 90 10 
Admin of research students 90 10 
Student enquiries, re course/progs 0 100 
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The central Academic Registry is responsible for: 
 the co-ordination of enrolment and admissions; 
 student loans; 
 student representations (eg appeals, cheating and discipline issues); 
 production of award certificates and organisation of award ceremonies; 
 guardianship of the manual student records; 
 servicing the Senate and two of its committees. 
 
The focus of the Academic Registry’s role “is on the leadership and co-ordination of 
administrative functions and on the provision of a general framework of systems, 
policies, procedures and information technology.” (Department Plan 2001-2)  It has 
a close working relationship with 4 other central departments for Planning & 
Systems Development, Academic Quality & Support, Finance and Student Services 
as well as with the faculties. 
 
Although most of the student enquiries will be dealt with in the faculties, the 
Academic Registry still has plenty of contact with students for student loans and 
grant cheques.  As far as motivation, job satisfaction and morale is concerned, this 
is difficult at times because the central administration is reliant on the faculties to 
provide all the information.  The end of year processing can drift on because there is 
not set cut-off date, and this may lead to a feeling of lack of control in the centre, 
with rising stress levels where deadlines are involved. 
 
From the structured interviews, the opinion was that morale was at a reasonable 
level in the central office, but there was a sense of being under-valued.  This is 
particularly emphasised when the central administrators are responsible for advising 
on regulations at examiners’ boards, but their salary gradings are lower than the 
people being advised.  The Registry has a fairly stable staff, some of whom have 
been in post for many years, but there is some change occasionally with internal 
secondments and new appointments. 
 
As already indicated, the faculties all have individual structures, but a sample faculty 
structure is shown in Figure 9.2. 
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Figure 9.2 Example Faculty Structure at University D 
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It was noted that a round of redundancies had taken place in one faculty, and this 
would have affected motivation and morale.  It should also be noted that in some 
faculties with strong sub-divisions such as schools, the faculty office is often 
regarded as the “central administration” rather than the University’s Academic 
Registry. 
 
For the case study questionnaire survey as set out in section 5.2, 275 academic 
staff questionnaires were sent out to the academics in February 2003, and 150 
copies of the administrative staff questionnaire were distributed to the central 
administrative and faculty administrative staff at the same time.  These were 
distributed via the Faculty Registrars.  In each case 32 responses were received, 
giving a 12% return from academics and a 21% return from administrative staff.  
The full summary of the results from these responses is included as Appendices P 
and Q. 
 
With regard to Question 6a, “In your opinion, is the student administration as 
efficient as it can be with the current resources?”, the responses are shown in 
Figure 9.3. 
A decisive majority (62.5%, 20 respondents) considered that the student 
administration is as efficient as it can be within the available resources.  Very few 
felt that the administration was over-resourced (3%, 1 respondent), with the majority 
considering it adequately resourced (50%, 16 respondents) as shown in Figure 9.4. 
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Figure 9.3: Efficiency of Student Administration within 
Resources available (% of academic responses, University D)
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9.2 Method of Operation for Student Administration 
 The following methods of operation for student administrative processes were noted 
for University D from the structured interviews and university documents. 
 
9.2.1 Admissions Administration 
9.2.1.1 Description 
 For undergraduate applications, the Admissions Support Unit in the central 
Academic Registry acts as the interface with UCAS and co-ordinates admissions 
activity across the University, providing a framework of advice and support as well 
as undertaking statistical analyses.  This central team has an International 
Admissions Officer to deal with a large proportion of the international applications, 
and it also organises “clearing” activities.  Other applications, such as postgraduate, 
are dealt with directly in the faculties. 
 
 The faculties have slightly differing procedures, particularly as some of the areas 
have non-standard admissions criteria, eg art & design and teacher training.  A 
typical procedure for UCAS applications is that they are received by the admissions 
staff in the faculty office and the admissions staff make decisions against a grid of 
criteria.  A number of non-standard applicants are referred to course directors and 
are often interviewed.  Overseas applications are normally referred to a designated 
director. The decisions for UCAS applicants are marked up on the forms, and 
admissions staff input the decisions on to the database, which is uploaded to UCAS. 
 Reports are provided by the centre on a weekly basis with statistics showing the 
quotas for accepted students. 
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 Postgraduate applications are also dealt with by the admissions staff, but far more 
of the decisions are made by academic staff. 
 
9.2.1.2 Appraisal 
 From the 32 academic respondents to the questionnaire, the effectiveness of the 
admissions procedures is rated as shown in Figure 9.5. 
 The majority of the 32 respondents therefore considered the admissions processes 
as satisfactory to very good, with only 4 respondents (12.5%) giving an 
unsatisfactory rating.  The percentage of these respondents involved with 
admissions was 45.7% (16 respondents).  From these respondents there were 6 
suggestions for changes concerning: 
 Reduce centralisation and treat each student as an individual; 
 Make the 3-day turn-around period more flexible; 
 Simplify the procedures for UCAS applicants; 
 Increase the statistics collected from each application for marketing purposes; 
 Channel all international applications through one academic. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages raised by the academic respondents are shown 
in Table 9.2. 
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Table 9.2:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Decentralised Admissions 
Procedures (Academic Perspective, University D) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Info on hand for academics to make 
decisions on non-standard cases; 
 Offers can be tailored to particular 
courses; 
 Confidence that admissions staff 
have knowledge of course issues; 
 Control to manage our areas of 
study; 
 Ability to give personal attention to 
applications/meet applicants in 
person. 
 
 No ownership of central systems; 
 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Local control and incentive to get it 
right; 
 Fast turn-round of applications with 
reliable administrator; 
 Resource intensive; 
 Cost is borne by the faculty; 
 Possible duplication of work across 
faculties; 
Relating to Quality Control 
  No overall university approach; 
 Different admissions regulations 
across faculties; 
 
 
 The academic respondents therefore value the opportunity to consider applications 
alongside a local knowledge of the courses, although they feel that the process is 
resource intensive for the faculty and there may be differing standards across 
faculties.  There is a high degree of support for the current procedures and their 
effectiveness was rated fairly highly. 
 
9.2.2 Examinations Administration 
9.2.2.1 Description 
  The examination procedures at University D are completely decentralised to the 
faculties, with guidance provided by the central Academic Registry.  External 
examiners are chosen and proposed by the faculties. These proposals are 
considered by Faculty Board, as well as being checked by the central Academic 
Quality & Support section. 
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As indicated previously, the faculties have different systems in place according to 
the number of students and the type of courses involved.  Two faculties with mainly 
education or art/design programmes have hardly any examination-based 
assessments, whereas others will require a dedicated Examinations Officer to 
organise examination periods at the end of each semester.   Typical duties for an 
Examinations Officer would be to: 
 administer ‘coursework extensions’; 
 administer records of external examiners; 
 coordinate production of examination papers; 
 enter data into the faculty examinations database; 
 organise the examinations timetable and room bookings; 
 arrange the invigilation schedule for academics; 
 issue results sheets; 
 issue transcripts and confirmation-of-result letters; 
 produce the examination board calendar; 
 register students and assist in invigilation for external examination bodies. 
 
The academics produce typed examination papers in a standard format, which are 
signed off by senior staff, checked by externals and copied by faculty registry staff.  
Room bookings and layouts may be organised in liaison with a faculty resource 
manager and/or building services.  The draft examinations timetable is often drawn 
up before the academic year begins, but then finalised after the students enrol by 
faculty registry staff.  Invigilation is mainly done by academics who will be provided 
with an invigilation pack by the faculty registry with instructions and guidelines.  
Examination scripts are taken to the faculty registry at the end of each examination, 
recorded and signed out for marking. 
 
All marks are collected either electronically or on paper by the faculty registry, who 
prepare spreadsheets for the examiners’ boards.  There are usually module boards 
and programme/scheme boards which are governed by a standard set of University 
assessment regulations.  Staff from the central Academic Registry usually attend a 
sample of boards to ensure standards are maintained across the faculties. 
 
Some faculties make use of the intranet to broadcast examination timetables and 
allow students to access their own marks.  The marks are collected in paper form by 
the central Academic Registry and the pass lists signed by the external examiners 
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are archived.  The central student record computer system keeps only a minimum of 
student information and assessment marks are all kept on faculty databases or a 
similar record system. 
 
9.2.2.2 Appraisal 
 The rating of effectiveness for the examination processes is shown in Figure 9.6, 
with the majority of academics considering the systems satisfactory to good. 
From the 32 academic respondents to the questionnaire, 22 (69%) were involved 
with the examination processes, and there were 16 suggestions for improvements.  
As with the previous case studies, academics being asked to invigilate is a source of 
complaint. 
 Reduce academic duties in invigilation and setting up rooms by giving more 
administrative support, especially for special needs; 
 Abolish January examinations which break up the learning period, or abolish 
examinations altogether; 
 Allow more flexibility with examination paper format; 
 Use longer hours in the day to reduce examination period; 
 Charge students who specify special needs and do not attend; 
 Expedite external examiners comments to give faster feedback to students; 
 Use totals not averages for classification in modules to avoid rounding; 
 Use an ID card system for entry into examination rooms. 
 
These respondents considered the advantages and disadvantages of the 
decentralised system for examinations to be as shown in Table 9.3: 
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Table 9.3:  Advantages and Disadvantages of decentralised Examinations 
Systems (Academic Perspective, University D) 
 
 Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Staff invigilate their own papers; 
 Can easily run special sessions; 
 Responses to external examiner 
comments speedily incorporated; 
 Local knowledge of requirements of 
examinations; 
 Staff can identify students; 
 Too tight deadlines to produce 
paper; 
 Lecturers do all the running around; 
 Need updated list of students to 
know who is missing exams; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Run by experts who know the 
school/faculty and its academic staff; 
 More local control therefore less 
potential for problems; 
 Any issue can be monitored/dealt 
with directly; 
 Use of space limited so exams over 
longer period; 
 Staff time would otherwise come 
from central resources; 
 No economy in sharing rooms; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Security checks on paper distribution 
and collection; 
 Students not enrolled are allowed to 
take exams; 
Relating to Student Experience 
 Familiar invigilators for students.  
 
In summary, the local control, local knowledge of students and of course 
requirements are highly valued by academics, but they do feel that there could be 
more administrative support to reduce the academic burden.  Several respondents 
would like to either reduce the number of examinations per year or abolish 
examinations altogether.  Overall the administrative processes were rated as 
satisfactory to good, with very few (3 respondents, 9.4%) giving an unsatisfactory 
rating, and 15.6% (5 respondents) considering them very good. 
 
9.2.3 Assignment Collection 
9.2.3.1 Description 
 Each faculty organises its own systems for collection of assignments.  In some 
cases this involves a row of postboxes into which the work is posted with a covering 
submission form.  There is no immediate receipt, but once the postbox is opened 
and sorted, the administrator writes on the date of delivery and files a copy of the 
form.  A system of barcoding is to be pilotted in one faculty which will provide a 
receipt. 
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 In other cases the work is handed in to course administrators or another central 
point and receipts are given.  Lists can be printed from local databases and again a 
cover sheet (eg 4-part NCR) is usually required.  Some modules have large cohorts 
of students around 250 and queues may form for short periods, but extra staff is 
usually seconded for these periods. 
 
9.2.3.2 Appraisal 
 The assessment of effectiveness from the 32 academic respondents to the 
questionnaire is shown in Figure 9.7, and reflects a high degree of satisfaction with 
34% (11 respondents) rating the procedures very good. 
However only 6 (19%) of the 32 academic respondents claimed an involvement with 
the assignment processes, although there were 14 recommendations for changes.  
This gives an impression that “involvement” has been interpreted in varying degrees 
by the respondents, and some may use the system without classing this as being 
“involved”.  The changes recommended are: 
 Allow handing in direct to the lecturer which gives more direct feedback; 
 Tighten up security to ensure assignments are not lost by administrators; 
 Deliver assignment batches to academic’s office; 
 More flexibility for late assignments; 
 Improve arrangements for offsite or part-time hand-in; 
 Provide class lists with assignment batches; 
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 Give each lecturer an assigned administrator to receive and receipt 
assignments; 
 Have a central point for return of assignments to students to avoid disruption in 
classes. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages of the decentralised system from the academic 
viewpoint are as summarised in Table 9.4. 
 
Table 9.4:   Advantages and Disadvantages of Decentralised Assignment 
Collection (Academic Perspective, University D) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Specific to course requirements; 
 Local, therefore easy to collect; 
 Academics have to collect 
assignments; 
 Problems for exchange/short study 
students at different locations; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Receipt system with submission form 
is effective; 
 Assignments do not usually get lost; 
 Heavy administrative burden; 
Relating to Student Experience 
 Single hand-in and collection point.  
 
Again the local control is valued by academic staff, and some would like to take this 
further by collecting their own assignments in class.  The multi-part receipt system is 
appreciated, and overall the assignments procedures get a good to very good 
rating, with only 4 respondents (12.5%) giving an unsatisfactory assessment. 
 
9.2.4 Enrolment of Students 
9.2.4.1 Description 
 Faculties largely have control over their own enrolment/registration procedures, but 
the central Academic Registry does give a central steer by defining what information 
is collected and designing the enrolment form.  International students are enrolled 
separately by the central Admissions Support Unit. 
 
 The enrolment period, combined with induction processes, may continue over a 3 
week period depending on the faculty concerned.  Many faculties allow postal 
enrolment, particularly for continuing students who often make their module choices 
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in May of the previous academic year.  On the whole, the process is manual with 
pre-printed enrolment forms provided to the students.  However a pilot scheme is 
being tested for electronic enrolment.  At the time of study (2002-3) the forms were 
completed manually in face-to-face situations with administative staff.  The input of 
key information from the forms is done at faculty level often with help from a central 
computer operator, and the remainder is input centrally.  
 
 The larger faculties find problems with queues at enrolment times, and a maximum 
of a 3 hour waiting period has been reported.  The process may vary but is basically: 
 Tutor counselling and collect enrolment form (pre-printed with basic information); 
 Administrators for assessment of fees and payment; 
 Issue of ID cards and a CD with regulations. 
Additionally there may be some other fees for departmental services/equipment. 
 
9.2.4.2 Appraisal 
 The academic rating of effectiveness is shown in graph form in Figure 9.8. 
 
 As indicated, the majority (14 respondents, 44%) gave a satisfactory rating, with a 
further 12 (37%) assessing the procedures as good to very good, and 5 
respondents (15.6%) considering them unsatisfactory.  Only 6 of these academic 
respondents claimed involvement with enrolment processes, and there were 5 
recommendations for changes: 
 that faculties should input all the enrolment data; 
 that there should be a change to web-based enrolment systems; 
 that overseas students should be enrolled at faculty level; 
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 that new students should receive more help with enrolment forms; 
 that there should be less emphasis on the year/stage. 
 
The advantages/disadvantages of the current decentralised enrolment systems from 
an academic viewpoint were as shown in Table 9.5. 
 
Table 9.5: Advantages/Disadvantages of decentralised Registration/ 
Enrolment (Academic Perspective: University D) 
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Local control and incentive for 
accuracy; 
 Takes unspecific time away from 
taught sessions; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Local knowledge gives better 
checking of facts on forms; 
 Input of enrolment information is 
slow and class lists are delayed; 
Relating to Quality Control 
 Central staff can check foreign 
qualifications more easily; 
 Unregistered students attend 
classes; 
Relating to Student Experience 
 Students are given individual 
treatment; 
 Students are frustrated by the 
amount of paperwork. 
 
Overall there is satisfaction with the student enrolment processes, but academics 
would like to see improvements to speed up the provision of class/module lists, 
reduce the paperwork for students and ensure that all students are registered.  
There is a recommendation for web-based systems to streamline the processes and 
the value of local knowledge and local control was highlighted in several responses. 
 
9.2.5 Students Records 
9.2.5.1 Description 
 The student record database which had been in place for 12 years was being 
replaced with a new system at the time of the case study (2002-2003).  The new 
software will integrate with other systems, including exam scheduling (not rooming) 
and will also link with a finance package.  The previous system was very basic, and 
has not enabled a comprehensive history of the student to be kept.  Student marks 
are kept by local databases in the faculties, which all differ in format.  It has been 
possible to download basic information from the central database to use in local 
databases. 
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 It is intended to increase the amount of information stored on the central database, 
but it will take some time to coordinate the faculties and build up the students’ 
records. 
 
A limited number of staff in each faculty has access to the central database, but they 
rely more on the local databases which they have been able to adapt to their 
individual needs. 
 
9.2.5.2 Appraisal 
 In the questionnaire survey of academic staff, the 32 respondents rated the 
effectiveness of the student records systems as shown in Figure 9.9. 
 
 It should be borne in mind in considering the above rating that there are many 
different local databases for student records, and the question did not specify 
whether the rating was for the central database or the local databases.  It was 
anticipated that the response would give an overall rating of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction. 
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 Only 34% (11) of the 32 respondents said that they had adequate access to the 
student records, and the percentage of academics maintaining local databases or 
personal records of student information is shown in Figure 9.10. 
  
Nineteen (59%) of the academic respondents recommended changes, which are 
summarised as follows: 
 
 Allow more administrative input for design of systems; 
 Develop more user friendly integrated systems for faculty/central use; 
 Ensure accurate class lists available from first day (4 respondents); 
 Collect more information for future statistical analysis; 
 Disseminate information more widely about access to student records; 
 Give students a lifetime ID number based on their birthday; 
 Allow course directors access to the system. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages for the Faculty of the current, mainly Faculty-
based, administrative system for the maintenance of student computer records, as 
opposed to a centralised system, were given by the academic respondents as 
shown in Table 9.6. 
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Table 9.6:   Advantages and Disadvantages of the mainly Faculty-based 
Student Record Systems (Academic Perspective, University D) 
  
 
Advantages Disadvantages 
Relating to Academic Procedures 
 Accurate records are at hand for 
academic access; 
 Information should be readily 
available after enrolment; 
 Tailored databases available for 
placements etc; 
 Too much involvement with 
centralised system to see who has 
enrolled; 
 No access from academic 
computers; 
 Class registers not always available 
on time; 
 Academics have to go to 
administrators for information; 
Relating to Efficiency/Effectiveness 
 Local, up-to-date, reliable 
information; 
 Local knowledge allows better 
checking of records; 
 Data gets screened for withdrawn or 
non-registered students; 
 High cost of maintaining system; 
 Duplication of effort; 
 Sometimes transfer of info for 
awards difficult; 
 Mismatch with central records 
 
Relating to Quality Control 
  Little university-wide consistency; 
 
Relating to Student Experience 
 Faculty staff have better personal 
knowledge of students; 
 Local control means faster response 
to students; 
 
 
Overall there were varying academic views about the student record systems which 
perhaps reflects the differences in efficiency of the numerous faculty databases and 
their maintenance.  A high proportion (41%, 13 respondents) considered them to be 
unsatisfactory, whilst 31% considered them to be good.  The main advantage was 
seen as stemming from the local knowledge and flexibility to tailor the systems to 
needs, whilst the main disadvantage was the duplication of effort, mismatch of 
central vs faculty databases and the lack of direct academic access.  An important 
requirement for academics was the ability to print off accurate class lists after 
enrolment, which did not appear to be available in each faculty. 
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9.3 Results of the Survey of Administrative Staff 
 The 150 questionnaires for administrative staff were distributed via the registrars for 
faculties and via the director of the Academic Registry for central staff.  There was a 
21% return rate with 32 responses, with 7 responses from central and 25 from 
faculty staff.  Full details of the responses are contained in Appendix Q.  From the 
32 responses, 17 (53%) were in supervisory positions, and all the student 
administrative functions were represented, with higher proportions in student 
information (44%), general administration (50%) and computer records (34%). 
 
9.3.1 Motivation and Morale 
 From the total questionnaire responses, 19 respondents (59%) felt that they gained 
more satisfaction than dissatisfaction from their work, 7 (24%) more dissatisfaction 
and 6 respondents (19%) found that it was about the same.  When the figures are 
broken down by primary working environment, then the result is as shown in Figure 
9.11. 
 
 As for University C, there is a high degree of satisfaction for both faculty and central 
staff.  The reasons for job satisfaction or dissatisfaction are briefly summarised as 
follows: 
 
 Elements giving satisfaction 
 Helping staff and students, and particularly seeing students progress; (20 
mentions) 
 Certain types of work, eg evaluative, organisational, record keeping, writing 
minutes, budgeting; (7 mentions) 
 Variety in work; (2 mentions) 
Figure 9.11: Level of Satisfaction by Primary Working 
Environment (Administrative Staff, University D)
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 Teamwork;  (2 mentions) 
 Leading an effective staff team; (1 mention) 
 Seeing a job through various stages to completion; (4 mentions) 
 Getting satisfactory feedback/reward. (3 mentions) 
 
 Elements giving dissatisfaction 
 Lack of communication, not being given information for students; (5 mentions) 
 Being idle, having to ask for new work; (2 mentions) 
 Routine work; (3 mentions) 
 Bureaucracy;  (2 mentions) 
 Unsatisfactory feedback or lack of appropriate reward/pay; (3 mentions) 
 Certain tasks, eg minutes, data entry; (3 mentions) 
 Internal politics; (2 mentions) 
 Lack of support or cooperation from academic staff; (8 mentions) 
 Heavy workload, particularly if resulting from bad organisation; (7 mentions) 
 Unnecessary work, like answering wrongly directed enquiries; (2 mentions) 
 Lack of consultation. (3 mentions) 
 
The level of morale was mainly average overall with only 3 people (9%) rating their 
morale as low, 23 people rating it as average (72%), and 6 (18%) giving a high 
rating.  When the responses are divided between primary working environment, the 
results are as shown in Figure 9.12. 
 As with job satisfaction, the rating for morale is very similar in the centre and the 
faculties, with a similar pattern in each case.  The majority of respondents in each 
case felt that that their morale was average. 
 
 This was borne out in the structured interviews.  In the main the department heads 
felt that morale was good, and they considered that the ability to see students 
through the processes from start to finish contributed to this.  In the central registry, 
contact with students was also considered to be a factor, in that the issue of student 
Figure 9.12: Morale by Primary Working 
Environment (Administrative Staff, University D)
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loan and grant cheques was centralised.  However the feeling of lack of control 
particularly over accuracy of records was felt to be a demoralising factor both by the 
deputy head and the director interviewed.  One faculty registrar mentioned that there 
were occasionally rough patches for morale, especially in the faculty office which 
gets a lot of enquiries which should be dealt with elsewhere.  Another faculty had 
undergone a period of redundancies which had caused a lot of demoralisation and, 
although this was recovering, there was an increased workload for the staff 
remaining. 
 
 The one factor affecting morale for central staff noted in the questionnaires was that 
after working in the business sector, the lengthy processes and inefficiency in 
Higher Education institutions are frustrating.  In the faculty responses, the adverse 
effects for morale were caused by job assessments not taking into account the 
volume of work, and lack of support from senior managers.  Motivating effects were 
felt to be consultation about changes and promised improvements to the student 
record system. 
 
 From statistics provided by the Personnel Department which will include non-student 
administration, the percentage of staff leaving the centre and the faculties can be 
compared.  It should be borne in mind that this is not necessarily an indication of low 
morale, but may reflect redundancies and promotions. 
 
 
Figure 9.13: Percentage of Staff leaving Administrative 
Positions 2000-2002 (University D)
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 The figures do not show any significant difference between the turnover in the 
central offices and the faculties.  Although the turnover in the centre for 2000 and 
2001 was higher, for 2002 the faculties have the higher turnover of staff. 
 
 From the administrative questionnaire survey, the ranking of factors for job 
satisfaction in question B5 was calculated as shown in Table 9.7, with the lowest 
score being the most important. 
 
 Table 9.7:   Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for Administrative Staff 
(University D) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents 
noting presence in 
current post 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7  
8 ) 
8 ) 
10 
11 
12 
Good salary 
Recognition of colleagues 
Having challenging projects 
Recognition of managers 
Seeing a job to completion 
Being given important projects 
Comfortable workplace 
Career prospects 
Achievable goals 
Training 
Prestige 
Title 
95 
140 
149 
151 
155 
184 
185 
186 
186 
205 
280 
293 
8 (25%) 
17 (53%) 
13 (41%) 
20 (62.5%) 
24 (75%) 
9 (28%) 
22 (69%) 
5 (16%) 
21 (66%) 
15 (47%) 
2 (6%) 
14 (44%) 
 
 With a division by primary working environment, the results are as shown in Tables 
9.8 and 9.9. 
 Table 9.8:  Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for Central Administrative 
Staff (University D) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents 
noting presence in 
current post 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 ) 
8 ) 
10 
11 
12 
Recognition of colleagues 
Having challenging projects 
Recognition of managers 
Seeing a job to completion 
Good salary 
Achievable goals 
Comfortable workplace 
Training 
Career prospects 
Being given important projects 
Prestige 
Title 
22 
27 
29 
30 
32 
37 
38 
44 
44 
51 
59 
72 
5 (71%) 
1 (14%) 
4 (57%) 
4 (57%) 
1 (14%) 
4 (57%) 
5 (71%) 
3 (43%) 
0 
1 (14%) 
0 
4 (57%) 
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 Table 9.9:  Ranking of Job Satisfaction Factors for Faculty Administrative 
Staff (University D) 
 
Ranking Description Score Respondents noting 
presence in current 
post 
1 
2 
3 ) 
3 ) 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 ) 
11 ) 
Good salary 
Recognition of colleagues 
Recognition of managers 
Having challenging projects 
Seeing a job to completion 
Being given important projects 
Career prospects 
Comfortable workplace 
Achievable goals 
Training 
Title 
Prestige 
63 
118 
122 
122 
125 
133 
142 
147 
149 
161 
221 
221 
7 (29%) 
12 (48%) 
16 (24%) 
12 (48%) 
20 (80%) 
8 (32%) 
5 (20%) 
17 (68%) 
17 (68%) 
12 (48%) 
10 (40%) 
2 (8%) 
 
 The top five in the ranking in each case are similar, and good salary has top ranking 
for faculty staff.  Only 14% (1 respondent) in the centre and 29% (7 respondents) in 
the faculties felt that they had a good salary.  A high proportion in the faculty (80%) 
noted that they were able to see jobs through to completion, but in the centre this 
was lower (57%). 
 
 Five of the respondents cited other factors for job satisfaction, namely: 
 Service to others; 
 Incentives for work/project completed; 
 Recognition of students; 
 More encouragement and positivity; 
 Happy environment. 
 
 The last four were from faculty staff. 
 
 For preferred changes in the personal work experience, administrative respondents 
from central staff were: 
 More computer training; 
 Delegation of more responsibility and control; 
 Better preparations for the peak periods; 
 Reduce workload; 
 Improve policies, procedures and documentation. 
 
 Preferred changes for the faculty staff are summarised as follows: 
 More training (2); 
 More consultation about changes (2); 
 Improve salary scales and grading (2); 
 More delegated power/responsibility (2); 
 Tougher approach with students on fees; 
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 Reduce paperwork and simplify finance; 
 Improved communication both within the faculty and with the centre; 
 Improvements to workplace. 
 
9.3.2 Methods of Operation 
 From the administrative questionnaire responses, there were five areas where 
central staff considered more centralisation would improve the procedures.  These 
are summarised below: 
 Enrolment: centralisation would give tighter control with specialist staff who know 
all the regulations; 
 Franchise courses would be better dealt with by one central department; 
 Admissions should be centralised; 
 Centralised marketing would standardise documents across the University; 
 For international procedures, centralised knowledge to provide inhouse training 
and increased communication between faculties. 
 
 Faculty staff recommended 5 areas for centralisation, as follows: 
 Purchasing, for economies of scale; 
 Fee payments and banking of monies:  more security with central office; (2) 
 Results letters; 
 Student Records – centralised accessible system; 
 Payment of tuition fees: central office to chase debtors. 
 
 There were no areas recommended by central staff for decentralisation, but faculty 
staff raised 7 instances where work would be better done in the faculty: 
 Extenuating circumstances committees have become a long-winded process; 
 Student fees – invoice payments better overseen at faculty level; 
 Liaison with franchised courses/FE college administration is currently done 
through a central department and it is easy to lose touch; 
 More budget control at faculty level would reduce signatures and paperwork; 
 Marketing could be targeted more appropriately at faculty level; 
 Processing of international application forms is better done at faculty level; 
 Assessment regulations should be set by the faculty. 
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9.3.3 Examples of Good Practice 
 There were 14 instances of good practice at University D cited in the administrative 
questionnaires and 5 instances from academic questionnaires.  These are listed in 
Appendices P and Q but brief details are given below: 
 
 From administrative staff: 
 Small faculty allows better communication and networking. Each administrator is 
responsible for their own courses from start to finish, allowing multi-skilling. 
 Regular administration meetings, together with admin attendance at school 
meetings; 
 Finance Handbook, ie training manual/reference point etc; 
 Quick response to student demands because working at small campus allows 
knowledge of students and regulations. 
 
 From academic staff: 
 Receipts and sign-in book for assessments with sacrosanct hand-in dates; 
 Enrolment arrangements are easy and speedy; 
 Local and intensive monitoring of attendance, registration etc; 
 Central on-line system for issuing coursework assignments works well. 
 
 Academic staff also gave examples of good practice at other universities as follows: 
 Effective but low profile administrative system giving informal access to 
academics; 
 Digital camera and computer input at single enrolment point; 
 On-line system with password protection to inform students of examination 
timetables and results; 
 Centralised IT services means less duplication across faculties; 
 Well-resourced personal tutor system is often the key to effective administration; 
 Case studies show benefits of not using examinations. 
 
9.3.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of a decentralised Student Administration 
 Central staff acknowledged the advantages of the existing decentralised system as 
allowing the spread of the workload, tailoring registration procedures to individual 
faculties and giving department control over marketing and web page maintenance.  
For disadvantages, they mentioned difficulty of communication between faculties 
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and central departments, difficulty in controlling standards and procedures, 
inflexibility of approach between faculties. 
 
 Faculty staff highlighted the advantage of having local knowledge of students and 
courses, giving a more personal approach.  They also felt this system gave a 
quicker response time to queries, allowed more local systems, eg databases, and 
approaches to be developed to suit the needs of the students and staff.  The 
disadvantages from faculty staff were noted as lack of communication between 
faculties and central departments, inconsistencies across faculties, lack of training 
for faculty staff, and empire building. 
 
9.4 Summary Analysis 
 University D received university status following the abolition of the binary line in 
1992, and has a high percentage (46%) of part-time students.  Its 9 faculties are 
spread across 9 campuses and it has a mainly decentralised student administration. 
Its income is mainly derived from funding council grants and academic fees.  It has 
a small central registry with 28 staff in student administration and averages around 
20 administrative staff per faculty. 
 
 A high percentage of academic staff (62.5%) considered that the student 
administration is as efficient as it can be within the available resources, and they 
emphasised the value of local control, local knowledge of courses and the personal 
approach with students.  However the lack of central control was reflected in the 
problems of setting up a comprehensive central student database, although there 
are plans to incorporate a new system which will have many more facilities.  There 
has been an advantage to the faculties from this in that they have built up local 
databases which are tailored to their individual needs and can cope with specialised 
records such as placements etc.   
 
 The most frequently mentioned disadvantages of a decentralised system were the 
lack of communication and continuity across the faculties, duplication and loss of 
economies of scale, lack of training for staff, and the difficulty in controlling 
standards and procedures. 
 
 For the academic rating of the individual processes, the majority considered them 
satisfactory to very good, with the exception of student records which had a high 
percentage (41%) of “unsatisfactory” ratings.  The admissions procedures and 
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assignment collection facilities were particularly good with many academics giving 
“good” and “very good” ratings for each. 
 
 The questionnaire to administrative staff shows a high degree of job satisfaction for 
both faculty and central staff.  There had been a very low turnover of staff over the 
last 4 years, although morale was rated as “average” by the majority (72%) of 
respondents.  It is possible that recent redundancies in one faculty had influenced 
this, and most felt that their salary was not appropriate.  A frequently-mentioned 
reason for job satisfaction was the fact that there was the opportunity, particularly in 
the faculties, to see students through the processes from start to finish, feeling that 
they had supported them in their achievements.  From the ranking of job satisfaction 
factors, “good salary” and “recognition of colleagues” were the most valued overall 
and at faculty level.  For the central staff, the “recognition of colleagues” and “having 
challenging projects” were the most valued.  In view of the more limited work in the 
central positions, this seemed to be a further instance where a factor was given 
more importance because it is lacking, as only 1 central respondent (14%) felt that 
this was present in the current post, as opposed to 13 respondents (41%) in the 
faculties. 
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CHAPTER 10: CASE STUDY COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS 
 
 
 
 
10.1 Introduction  
This section compares and analyses the four case study universities with particular 
regard to the aims of the research as stated in section 1.3 namely: 
 to identify, analyse and compare the factors which influence, and which are 
influenced by, the centralisation or decentralisation of student administrative 
functions; 
 to contribute to the body of knowledge with regard to centralised and 
decentralised structures in university administration to allow informed decisions 
to be made by university management; 
 to answer some of the questions raised in section 1.1 regarding costs, 
motivation, student experience, influences of student record systems etc. 
 
In considering these points, it needs to be borne in mind, as indicated by 
McCormack & Hill (1997, p 169), that these examples “cannot be seen as 
representing the view of populations: tentative conclusions can be drawn from them, 
but their limitations must be explicitly recognised”. 
 
10.2 General Comparison 
 The following paragraphs briefly summarise the four case study universities to set 
the context for a detailed comparison. 
 
 University A is a post 1992 university with approximately 12,000 HE students in 
total (10,500 FTE).  It currently has 9 schools over 4 campuses, and its student 
administration is largely centralised.  Its income is mainly from academic fees and 
funding council grants, with a very low research funding. 
 University B is a long-established university with a high research income and 
25,000 students (22,500 FTE).   It has six nominal faculties, but the management is 
largely devolved to 34 schools spread over 3 campuses.  Its student administration 
is moving towards a centralised system, and former faculty offices are being 
amalgamated into central departments. 
 University C has one main campus with 6 schools, and its income is largely from 
funding council grants and academic fees with very little research funding.  It has 
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17,000 students (14,500 FTE) and the student administration is mainly 
decentralised, with some aspects centrally controlled. 
 University D has approximately 23,500 HE students (17,700 FTE) with a large 
proportion of part-time study.  It has 9 faculties which are spread over 9 campuses 
and the student administration is decentralised as far as possible.  Its income is 
mainly from funding council grants and academic fees. 
 
 In considering the results of the surveys, it is important to note any circumstances in 
each university which might influence the results.  Each of the universities was 
suffering from the lower funding arising from the funding council’s efficiency 
squeeze (see section 2.1), with low salaries or staff grading reviews being prevalent.  
In addition to this, 
 University A had changed to a new student records database and problems had 
arisen in its compatibility with the old records.  This will influence the comments 
of academics with regard to systems depending on the database. 
 University B was in the process of amalgamating former faculty offices into 
central departments, and the central staff were in a state of uncertainty, which 
may affect their morale.  
 The admissions processes at University C are in a process of centralisation 
which was causing concern for some staff, and some schools had been 
amalgamated which had involved a restructuring. 
 One school in University D had undergone a period of restructuring and 
redundancies, which had affected morale. 
 
Each university therefore had factors which could influence morale and efficiency to 
some extent, and University A had particular problems with the efficiency of the 
student records system. 
 
10.3 Degree of Centralisation/Decentralisation for Student Administration 
 The percentage of centralisation for the student processes was assessed for each 
university from the “macro” questionnaire responses (see section 4.4.3) and from 
interviews with administrative heads.  Figure 10.1 shows the estimated degree of 
centralisation for each process for each university. 
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Figure 10.1:  Estimated Percentage of Centralisation/Decentralisation for Student 
Administrative Processes 
 
University A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
University B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
University C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
University D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Centralised Decentralised 
50% 25% 25% 
90% central 
Enrolment 
Student Files 
Assignments  
Student Dbase  
Exam Admin 
Board Servicing 
Mod Scheme Admin 
Research  Stud 
Admin 
Student Enquiries 
70% central 
Admissions 
Centralised 
Centralised 
Centralised 
Decentralised 
25% 25% 
25% 25% 
25% 25% 
Decentralised 
Decentralised 
50% 
50% 
50% 
Midway 
Admissions 
Student Files 
Mod Scheme 
Admin 
 
80% central 
Enrolment 
Overseas Stud Admin 
 
Midway 
Overseas Stud Admin 
80% central 
Validation 
75% central 
Exam Admin 
Student Dbase 
60% central 
Research Stud Admin 
75% School 
Validation 
Student Enquiries 
Board Servicing 
100% School 
Assignments 
75% central 
Validation 
Midway 
Enrolment 
Exam Admin 
Mod Scheme Admin 
Student Dbase 
Overseas Stud Admin 
Research Stud Admin 
Student Enquiries 
 
75% School 
Admissions 
Student Files 
100% School 
Assignments 
Board Servicing 
 
90% central 
Overseas Stud Admin 
Research Stud Admin 
60% Faculty 
Admissions 
Enrolment 
Student Files 
Board Servicing 
Student Dbase 
 
100% Faculty 
Assignments 
Exam Admin 
Mod Scheme Admin 
Validation 
Student Enquiries 
 218 
 
 
Figure 10.1 gives a visual representation of the degree of centralisation/ 
decentralisation of the student administration processes.  University A has all these 
processes between midway to centralised; University B has a fairly even spread 
from centralised to decentralised; University C has the majority of the processes at 
the midway point with a bias towards decentralised, and University D is largely 
decentralised with only research student and overseas student administration being 
centralised. 
 
As it is a pre-1992 university, the study of University B gave an opportunity to see 
whether its structure had arisen out of “tradition”, becoming embedded in inefficient 
and uneconomic practices as suggested in section 1.1.  This was not found to be 
the case, although ‘ghosts’ of the old faculty structure remained.  The reason for 
moving towards a centralised system for University B was given as largely economic 
(section 7.1), and the large proportion of research income is not therefore protecting 
the University from the Government’s efficiency squeeze.  This was also shown by 
the National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education (1997, Chapter 14) where it 
reported that both non-academic and academic staff are under stress from 
increased workloads, and this was more evident in pre-1992 universities. This could 
possibly be due to the higher emphasis on academics doing research alongside 
their teaching commitments at pre-1992 universities. 
 
In several of the structured interviews there were references to the power wielded by 
large faculties which could be a barrier to coordinating developments, particularly for 
a central database.  In Universities A and B, a school structure had been adopted to 
create smaller, more controlled, units and this enabled the central administration to 
set up an infrastructure for a central student database and overarching quality 
standards.  This also gives the flatter configuration recommended in the Fender 
Report (1993) (see section 3.2.1). 
 
Both from the results of the macro study (Figure 4.4) and the four case studies, 
there was no indication that the older universities tend towards a decentralised 
structure as suggested in section 2.4. 
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10.4 Comparison of Resources 
 In section 1.1, questions were raised such as 
 Why are some universities spending £351 per student on administative costs, 
whilst others need £1,257 per student? 
 Does a certain type of structure cost less? 
 
Cootner pointed out that “It is widely believed that university education is 
economically inefficient …. Unfortunately, empirical testing of such a proposition is 
not likely to be very convincing without a model of the educational firm that will 
permit us to formulate testable hypotheses and to isolate the data that are relevant 
to the test.” (Cootner 1974:217)   
 
In the investigation of costs and resources, it became clear that it is still very difficult 
to identify the costs of student administration.  Although official statistics from HESA 
provide headings for Administration and Central Services, as demonstrated in 
section 4.5.10 at the time of the study these figures only include central 
administration plus Faculty Officers, and they do not isolate student administrative 
staff within the faculty/school.  They also include other non-student administration 
costs such as Personnel and Finance.  Therefore the reason for the differences in 
administrative costs could relate to the fact that some universities have most of their 
administration in central units which are included in these figures, while others are 
distributed in faculties/schools and the costs do not show separately.  These 
statistics are therefore unreliable for the case study comparison. 
 
Taking into account the quote from section 3.1 from Pugh (quoted in Johnson and 
Duberley 2000:42), that “meaningful comparisons require common standards for 
measurement”, it was decided that the numbers of staff would provide the most 
common standard for measurement.  Even this method encountered difficulties, in 
that isolating student administrative staff involves judgements and estimates in 
some cases.  It is also the case that whereas, for example, finance staff are easy to 
identify and eliminate in a centralised department, in a faculty or school these staff 
may also have student administration duties, and similarly with marketing and 
overseas franchise administration.  Statistics provided by personnel departments 
are often unable to distinguish between student administrators, finance clerks and 
technicians, and there was a particular difficulty in estimating student administrative 
staff for University B.   
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The figures in Table 10.1 are therefore the best estimates taking figures from 
department heads, combined with information from telephone directories and 
personnel departments.  As indicated above, the figures for University B were 
difficult to assess because it was difficult to isolate student administrative staff from 
central personnel figures, and it was difficult to get accurate figures from the many 
schools in this University. 
 
The figures include student administrative staff in areas of examinations, 
admissions, student records, graduation/awards, international student admin, 
research student admin, assessment admin together with some finance and 
academic support in schools/faculties.  They do not include central finance, central 
franchise administration, research project administration, quality control, student 
services and central marketing staff.  They are all based on headcounts, but this is 
mainly full-time staff. 
 
Table 10.1:   Comparison of Student Administrative Staff at the time of each 
Case Study (headcount) 
 
University Total 
Central 
Total School/ 
Faculty 
Total Student 
Admin Staff 
Total FT/ PT 
students* 
Staff per 1000 
students 
A – Total 86 68 154 12000 12.8 
B ex Medical 87 314 401 20272 19.8 
C – Total 35 150 185 17000 10.8 
D – Total 28 249 277 23000 12.0 
* excluding overseas franchise and FE 
 
 The medical school has been excluded from University B’s figures, because this is 
administered in a separate system.  In Table 10.1, University C has the lowest ratio 
of administrative staff per student (headcount). Table 10.2 gives a further 
comparison when the students are taken as full-time equivalents (ie part-time = 0.5), 
and also shows the administrative staff to academic ratio in each university. 
 
 Table 10.2:  Comparison of Student Administrative Staff using FTE student 
numbers and academic staff comparisons 
 
University Total Student 
Admin Staff 
Total Students 
FTE (PT=0.5) 
Total 
Academics 
Admin Staff 
per 1000 FTE 
students 
Academics: 
Admin Staff 
A 154 10500 410 14.7 2.6 :1 
B ex Med 401 18594 1019 21.7 2.5 :1 
C 185 14500 750 12.7 4.1 :1 
D 277 17710 724 15.6 2.6 :1 
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 In considering these statistics, it should be borne in mind that University B has more 
administrative staff for academic support, particularly in view of the larger proportion 
of research taken on by academic staff. 
  
 The university which appears to be most economical in administrative staff per 
student and per academic is University C, which is a mainly decentralised university.  
On the evidence of these figures therefore, there is no support for the view quoted in 
3.2.1 (O’Shaughnessy 1976:59) that centralised is more economical on resources.  
Although Hammer and Champy (1995:29) did point out that the economies are more 
likely to show up in overhead than direct labour, these findings concurred with the 
McGee and Chandler study (1998:42) in Australia that neither the centralised nor 
decentralised approach was conclusively superior in a cost efficiency sense. 
 
 The academic perception of the resourcing of student administration in the four case 
studies is compared in Figure 10.2. 
 Although University C shows the most economic ratios in Table 10.2, Figure 10.2 
shows that the academic staff in University A have a higher perception of lack of 
resources for administration, 52% in University A compared to 40% in University C.  
Surprisingly, since there is often a perception that too much money is spent on 
administration in universities, a very low percentage in each university considered 
the administration over-resourced, ie under 8% of respondents for each case study. 
 
 Excluding University B, the pattern in Figure 10.2 indicates that the more 
decentralised the university is, the more adequately resourced the administration 
appears to be from the academic viewpoint. 
 
Figure 10.2: Comparison of Academic 
Perception of Administrative Resources
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10.5 Comparison of Efficiency 
 Figure 10.3 compares the four case study universities with regard to the academic 
perception of overall efficiency, as shown by the questionnaire survey. 
It was demonstrated in Figure 10.1 that the case study universities are examples of 
various stages of centralisation/decentration.  In alphabetical order, University A is 
the most centralised through to University D being the most decentralised.  It is 
noticeable in the comparison in Figure 10.3 that the student administration is 
perceived by the academics to be more efficient in an almost direct relationship to 
the degree of decentralisation, with the highest efficiency rating going to the most 
decentralised structure. 
 
 This is particularly unusual when compared to Table 10.2 which shows that 
University C has the least academic support, with 4 academics to each 
administrator.  A suggested reason for this is that the academic perceives a higher 
efficiency when the number of administrators is within closer contact, as occurs with 
a more decentralised structure.  Although in a centralised structure there is the 
same ratio of academics to administrators, they are often distanced from the 
academic staff in a central office, and therefore communication between the two is 
more difficult, which would put barriers in the way of academics obtaining student 
information and statistics.  However there is a high probability that academics are 
basing their judgement on the accuracy of data they are receiving, the number of 
complaints they receive from students, and the amount of duplication of effort they 
experience in administrative requests.  The examination of the individual processes 
which will take place in the next sections will give more information about this. 
 
Figure 10.3: Comparison of Academic 
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 The comparison of data in Figures 10.1 and 10.3 support the view of Fielden & 
Lockwood (1973:190) that “The services provided by an administration should be 
available close to the point of need, whenever this is practicable” (see section 3.5). 
In spite of the fact that this statement related to the size and structure of universities 
30 years ago, it still appears to have some support in the findings of this study.  
 
10.6 Motivation and Job Satisfaction in the four Case Studies 
 In the Introduction (section 1.1), the question was raised as to whether a certain 
type of structure provided better motivation.  Previous writers on the subject have 
noted a tendency for “boredom, alienation and dehumanisation” (Rowbottom and 
Billis 1987:80) (see section 3.3.1) when structures are organised to achieve 
economies of scale.  McClelland (Bartol & Martin 1991:453) emphasised the desire 
to accomplish challenging tasks and also to influence others and control one’s 
environment.  Handy (1993:274) included the issues of responsibility or control in his 
requirements for job design, and the factor “responsibility without control” was 
mentioned as a demotivating factor in the case study interviews. 
 
 The survey of administrative staff gave an indication of the job satisfaction in each 
case study organisation, and the results are compared in Figure 10.4. 
 
 There are far fewer people who feel that their job satisfaction is high in University A, 
which is extremely centralised.  However, the number of people getting more 
dissatisfaction from their work is fairly even across all four universities, with 
universities A and D showing slightly higher levels.  Figure 10.5 amalgamates all the 
responses from the four case study universities, and shows the job satisfaction in 
central departments versus school/faculty staff.  This graph uses the sum of the 
responses from all central staff in each category to give one set of percentages, and 
Figure 10.4: Job Satisfaction of Administrative 
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the sum of the responses from all faculty/school staff to give a second set of 
percentages. 
 This comparison across all four case study universities shows a higher rate of 
satisfaction and less dissatisfaction (9% difference in each case) for faculty/school 
staff.  The quantity of central administrative responses used for this comparison 
totals 30 and the quantity of faculty/school responses totals 86.   
 
 Using the same method as described above, Figure 10.6 shows the morale for the 
administrative staff totalled across the four case study institutions and given as a 
percentage of the sum in each primary working environment. 
 The faculty/school administrative responses show the least number with low morale 
(centre: 23% vs faculty/school: 12.5%) although there is a slightly higher number of 
central staff with high morale (centre: 26% vs faculty/school 23%). 
 
Figure 10.5:  Job Satisfaction of Administrative Staff 
across all Case Study Universities (% of responses in 
each primary working environment)
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 Taking the two graphs from figures 10.5 and 10.6 together, there is an indication 
that there is an approximate 9% increase of job satisfaction and morale in 
decentralised administrative units.  To show the possible reasons for this difference, 
a comparison has been made of the factors which received the highest rating in the 
questionnaires.  The comparison will first be made on a university by university 
basis, and then amalgamated to compare all central administrative staff to the total 
of faculty/school staff.  Factors such as difficulties with student database systems or 
a freeze on pay gradings should not influence the percentage difference, as these 
would be equally reflected in central and faculty/school responses.  Redundancies 
or a change in working environment may affect morale, and possibly to a lesser 
extent, job satisfaction. 
 
Table 10.3:   Ranking of factors for Administrator Job Satisfaction for each 
Case Study 
 
Factor Ranking 
Univ A 
Ranking 
Univ B 
Ranking 
Univ C 
Ranking 
Univ D 
Overall 
Ranking 
Good salary 3 2 1 1 1 
Recognition of managers 2 1 4 4 2 
Seeing a job to 
completion 
1 2 3 5 3 
Having challenging 
projects 
5 5 2 3 4 
Recognition of 
colleagues 
4 2 5 2 5 
Comfortable workplace 6 6 8 7 6 
Achievable goals 8 7 7 8 7 
Training 7 9 6 10 8 
Being given important 
projects 
10 8 10 6 9 
Career prospects 9 10 9 8 10 
Prestige 11 11 11 11 11 
Title 12 12 12 12 12 
 
 A good salary therefore takes the top ranking place as the most important factor for 
job satisfaction.   However Handy (1978:152) advises that “Studies in both British 
and American organizations have shown that a substantial pay rise (over 10 per 
cent in net pay) does produce increased effort, energy and enthusiasm – for an 
average period of six weeks.  Thereafter, the new pay becomes the new base line.”  
Where the salary scales are considered poor, it may encourage staff to look for 
alternative posts in a better paid area. 
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The recognition of managers takes second place, with the ability to see a job to 
completion being the third most important factor. It is however interesting to note 
that at each university, and for the total ranking, the top five factors remain constant 
although in different ranking.  Also in each case the factors of “prestige” and “title” 
have the least importance. 
 
 Equity theory links a person’s motivation to his/her perception of a social group.  
Adams (1963, cited in Pinnington & Edwards 2000, p135) asserts that “individuals 
compare what they contribute to the employment relationship and what they receive 
from it in return.  Contributions include effort, skills, training, and seniority, while 
returns are pay, fringe benefits, recognition, status, and promotion.”  If employees 
are dissatisfied by the comparison, then they may “reduce their effort, seek a pay 
rise or promotion, or attempt to reconcile their dissatisfaction …”   According to 
Pinnington & Edwards (2000:135), “Empirical research on equity theory shows that 
employees are motivated by a sense of distributive justice; that is, employees are 
more motivated where they perceive rewards to be fairly distributed between 
people.”  Three of the top five ranked factors relate to pay or recognition, and it is 
therefore interesting to see how many of the administrative questionnaire 
respondents felt that these factors were present in their current position, related to 
the type of university administrative system. 
 
Table 10.4:  Presence of factors for Job Satisfaction for each Case Study 
(number of administrative respondents noting presence in current position) 
 
Factor Presence 
Univ A 
Presence 
Univ B 
Presence 
Univ C 
Presence 
Univ D 
Overall 
Ranking 
Good salary 9 (26%)  15 (44%) 6 (27%) 8 (25%) 1 
Recognition of 
managers 
12 (35%) 21 (62%) 9 (41%) 20 (63%) 2 
Seeing a job to 
completion 
25 (74%) 22 (65%) 16 (73%) 24 (75%) 3 
Having challenging 
projects 
14 (41%) 20 (59%) 10 (45%) 13 (41%) 4 
Recognition of 
colleagues 
17 (50%) 17 (50%) 14 (64%) 17 (53%) 5 
Comfortable 
workplace 
24 (71%) 28 (82%) 14 (64%) 22 (69%) 6 
Achievable goals 17 (50%) 18 (53%) 11 (50%) 21 (66%) 7 
Training 15 (44%) 19 (56%) 16 (73%) 15 (47%) 8 
Being given 
important projects 
10 (29%) 15 (44%) 9 (41%) 9 (28%) 9 
Career prospects 7 (21%) 6 (17%) 6 (27%) 5 (16%) 10 
Prestige 1 (3%) 5 (15%) 1 (5%) 2 (6%) 11 
Title 10 (29%) 13 (38%) 11 (50%) 14 (44%) 12 
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 In University B, 44% considered that they had a good salary, compared with 25-26% 
in the other 3 case study organisations.  For the two more decentralised universities, 
C and D, there were more respondents considering that they had an appropriate 
title, which relates to perception of status:  44-50% in contrast to 29-38% in 
universities A and B. 
 
 Of the factors listed in the questionnaire, the ones which may be affected most by 
structure are: 
 seeing a job through to completion 
 recognition of managers 
 having challenging projects 
 career prospects 
 
The ability to take a project through from start to finish is particularly affected by the 
difference in centralised and decentralised university administrative structures, 
especially if the centralised roles are split by function rather than programme or 
division.  Where for example a team is dedicated to admissions, the staff will 
develop a strong expertise in this area, but they may find the narrow range of tasks 
repetitive and miss being involved with the students to see them progress towards 
their award.  In the overall comparison of responses in table 10.4 there is very little 
difference between the occurrence of this factor in each of the universities (73-75%), 
with the exception of University B, where fewer respondents (65%) considered that 
this factor was present in their roles. 
 
For employees to feel that their work is recognised, it is important for them to have 
contact with the end-user. It is expected that this would be more difficult in a 
centralised system, because the end-user is frequently the academic or the student.  
The divisional staff are therefore closer to the main end-users and it should be 
easier for them to gain gratification from a variety of sources.  At the same time, a 
good manager of any department could provide this feedback, but it will possibly be 
less frequent.  From Table 10.4, there is a variance of 28% with universities A and C 
having occurrences for this factor of 35% and 41% respectively and universities B 
and D having 62% and 63% respectively.  From the overall comparison for the case 
studies, this does not therefore reflect any appreciable difference between 
centralised and decentralised structures for this factor. 
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It could be expected that challenging projects would occur more frequently in an 
area where the work is less proscribed, where a ‘one-off’ project may be requested.  
Again this is most likely to happen closer to those who have the scope to try new 
ventures, for example professors, programme leaders etc in a school or faculty.  In 
Table 10.4, there is a slightly higher occurrence of this factor in University B with 
59% presence, and 41-45% in the other case study universities.   
 
The career structure does not appear to be any better in a centralised or 
decentralised university, since the presence of a career structure at Universities B 
and D was noted by 16-17% of the respondents, and A and C between 21-27%. 
 
To assess whether there is any difference for these factors when the responses are 
divided between central and divisional staff, Table 10.5 shows the occurrences of 
each factor for those staff across all the case study universities. 
 
Table 10.5:  Presence of factors for Job Satisfaction divided by Primary 
Environment (number of administrative respondents noting 
presence in current position) 
 
Factor Presence for  
Central Staff 
Presence for School/ 
Faculty Staff 
Good salary 11 (35%) 25 (28%) 
Recognition of managers 16 (52%) 46 (52%) 
Seeing a job to completion 21 (68%) 64 (73%) 
Having challenging projects 11 (35%) 44 (50%) 
Recognition of colleagues 18 (58%) 47 (53%) 
Comfortable workplace 22 (70%) 64 (73%) 
Achievable goals 15 (48%) 50 (57%) 
Training 18 (58%) 46 (52%) 
Being given important projects 10 (32%) 31 (35%) 
Career prospects 5 (16%) 18 (20%) 
Prestige 0 (0%) 9 (10%) 
Title 14 (45%) 33 (38%) 
Total    31 (100%) 88 (100%) 
 
 For most factors in Table 10.5, there is very little difference between the presence in 
central or school/faculty staff, ie less than 7%.  The areas where the difference 
could be significant are: 
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 Having challenging projects, higher for school/faculty staff by 15%; 
 Achievable goals, higher for school/faculty staff by 9%; 
 Prestige, higher for school/faculty staff by 10%. 
 
It is interesting to note that no staff in central offices considered that there was any 
prestige related to their roles.  The presence in school/faculty staff was higher but 
still remained low at 10%. 
 
 From the discussion of motivational theory in section 3.3.1, various factors are put 
forward to provide motivation for staff, eg Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, Alderfer’s 
ERG theory, Herzberg’s two-factor theory, McClelland’s acquired needs theory etc.  
(Bartol & Martin 1991:446)  However in university administration, a recurrent theme 
for motivation is the satisfaction gained from helping students and academics, and 
in particular to see the students progress through to achieving their qualification.  
Given that this is an intrinsic part of university life, it seems that the motivating factor 
for university administrators is already existent, so it may be more important to look 
at demotivating factors.  There appears to have been less research in this area.  
Shepperd (1993, quoted in Lawson & Shen 1998, p 121) considered the productivity 
loss “which often arises when an individual goes from working alone to working as a 
member of a group or team”, and related this to expectancy theory (Vroom 1964 
quoted in Bartol & Martin 1991:446). This assumes that an individual takes the 
workpath that maximizes pleasure and minimizes pain.  Shepperd’s theory could 
relate to staff being combined into a larger central team as opposed to working more 
individually in smaller school or faculty offices.   It considered three factors which 
lead to lower motivation:  
“social loafing (individuals exert less effort when they work in a group than when they 
work alone because each person in a group expects other members to exert extra 
effort to pick up any slack), free riding (the members think their efforts are 
dispensable and thus reduce their contributions, expecting that they can enjoy the 
benefits of the work group without having to contribute), and the sucker effect (the 
members judge their partners or other members to be competent and hardworking 
and hence reduce their contributions, expecting the other members to contribute at 
higher levels and thus become suckers by contributing to the collective good when 
others in the group do not).” (Lawson & Shen 1998, p 122) 
 
 
The comments from the administrative questionnaire respondents gave several 
other reasons for job dissatisfaction or low morale, and the recurring themes for 
both central and school/faculty staff are: 
 Overwork/uneven workloads due to the cyclical nature of academic year; 
 Repetitive, unchallenging work; 
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 Lack of recognition/salary, as well as lack of credit for opinions or advice; 
 Lack of cooperation from academic staff, having to chase constantly for 
responses; 
 Lack of training or guidance; 
 Lack of control, particularly where there is responsibility or accountability for that 
area of work. 
 
For central staff who rely heavily on the central student database, a further factor 
was the accuracy of the student information/reliability of the information systems, 
and also lack of communication between the centre and the faculties/schools.  For 
faculty/school staff, there was the addition of bureaucracy, conflicting priorities and 
the lack of clarity in their roles, all noted as factors for job dissatisfaction or low 
morale. 
 
From the case study comparisons therefore, it does appear that motivational factors, 
such as student/academic interaction and achievement, could be present in most 
administrative functions, but these can be eliminated by demotivating factors such 
as: 
 dividing up tasks by function, so that each person has largely repetitive work; 
 staff being so overloaded at peak times of the year that they are unable to 
complete jobs satisfactorily; 
 inefficient database systems for computer records; 
 responsibility for tasks without the control over their correct completion; 
 distancing staff from the academics and students; 
 grouping people into larger teams (as described by Shepperd above), so that 
their individual role is not recognised. 
 
In job design for administrative staff, therefore, the motivation of staff could be 
enhanced by ensuring that they all have access to the intrinsic motivating factors 
present in Higher Education, and that they have the least exposure to the 
demotivating factors listed above. 
 
10.7 Comparison of Administative Processes 
10.7.1 Admissions Administration 
 To compare the admissions processes across the four case study universities, the 
activities shown in the IDEF0 model, Figure 5.3, have been plotted to show the 
division of work between the central offices and faculty/school staff in Figure 10.7. 
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Figure 10.7:   Estimated Percentage of Centralisation/Decentralisation for UG (UCAS) 
Admissions Administration for each Case Study 
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 The percentage assessment of centralisation/decentralisation given for the 
admissions administrative processes in the case study sections includes other types 
of admissions, for example postgraduate, ADAR etc and was estimated as follows: 
 
 University A - 70% centralised 
 University B  - Midway between centralised/decentralised 
 University C -  75% decentralised 
 University D – 60% decentralised 
 
 To compare the academic perception of efficiency for each of these structures, the 
ratings from the questionnaire responses have been amalgamated in Figure 10.8.  
For ease of comparison, this graph does not show the “incomplete” responses. 
 
 It is difficult to make a definitive judgement as to whether one university’s 
admissions system performs better than another from these ratings, but it is 
noticeable that University B has the least “unsatisfactory” votes and the most “very 
good” votes.  The system used at this University was midway between centralised 
and decentralised, but with most decisions currently made in the schools.  
 
 University A, with the centralised admissions system, has the most “unsatisfactory” 
votes, and the least “very good” votes.  It is probable that the mixed responses for 
universities C and D probably reflect the different standards prevalent in each faculty 
or school, as these two have a largely decentralised system. 
  To summarise the comments made in the case studies about the differing 
admissions systems, it was clear for University A that the academic staff were 
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concerned about losing control over the type of student admitted to their courses, 
since 70% of the decisions are made by central administrative staff.  There were no 
specific examples cited where this had caused particular difficulties, but it was 
mentioned that academics did not have the opportunity to make allowances for 
special circumstances or to select the most promising applicants. 
 
 In the other three universities, where the majority of decisions are made in the 
school or faculty, a frequent comment was that the processes were time-consuming 
for academic staff, but worth the effort because there is a better assessment of the 
educational and personal suitability of the student.   
 
For University C, it was noted that in some cases applications may relate to more 
than one school, and this is not always coordinated appropriately.  The auditors for 
this university had recommended centralising a large part of the admissions 
processes and there were questionnaire comments which demonstrated that this 
was not a popular move for many academic staff. 
 
For University D, there were slight concerns that there may be differing standards 
across the faculties.  Academic staff at all universities, whether centralised or 
decentralised, commented on slow and bureaucratic processes. 
 
In conclusion, the advantage of centralisation for admissions processes is that it 
brings uniform standards, coordination across divisions and reduces academic time 
spent on administration.  However the disadvantage is that there is no academic 
control or assessment of the educational and personal suitability of the applicant, 
and there is a concern in some areas that this could impact on student success 
rates.  From an academic perception, University B has the most efficient admissions 
system which gives a majority of decision-making to the schools, whilst retaining a 
strong coordinating central body. 
 
10.7.2 Examinations Administration 
To show the degree of centralisation/decentralisation for each case study university, 
the diagrams in Figure 10.9 use the processes shown in the IDEF0 model in Figure 
5.4 to make a comparison. 
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Figure 10.9:  Estimated Percentage of Centralisation/Decentralisation for 
Examinations Administration for each Case Study  
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From Figure 10.9, it can be seen that University A has almost completely centralised 
the examinations administration; University D has completely decentralised this, and 
the other two case study universities are approximately midway. 
 
By centralising the arrangement of venues, universities A, B and C gain economies 
of scale for rooms, as the larger halls are rarely sufficient for each school or 
faculties needs.  This is one example of the economies on overheads which can be 
made in resources by centralisation (Hammer and Champy 1995:29).  However 
University D has widespread faculties which would make it difficult to centralise this 
function. 
 
The academic perception of efficiency for each university’s examination 
administration is shown in Figure 10.10, as indicated by the academic questionnaire 
responses.  To simplify the graph, the percentages of “incomplete” responses have 
not been included. 
From the comparison in Figure 10.10, University A with the centralised processes 
has the highest percentage of “very good” ratings and no “unsatisfactory” ratings.  
University D has the highest percentage of “unsatisfactory” ratings. 
 
Academics from each university complained that they should not have to invigilate at 
examinations, and also that the submission deadlines for question papers were too 
early or too tight.  It was also generally acknowledged that a central coordination 
was needed where a flexible cross-discipline modular scheme was offered. 
 
Academics at University A felt that they had lost contact with external examiners to 
some extent with a completely centralised system, and also commented that central 
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staff did not have the programme knowledge to enable an understanding of the 
specific needs of a course.  Local knowledge of programmes and student identities 
together with the flexibility for special examination arrangements was valued where 
the processes were decentralised. 
 
University A is fortunate in that it is able to have a central administrative office on 
each campus which is within fairly easy reach of all the schools on that site.  This 
enables question papers to be typed centrally under secure conditions, whilst at the 
same time having fairly close contact with the module/programme leaders.  At 
University C, academics were not happy at being asked to go to the central office to 
sign off printed question papers, particularly because this was situated in a different 
building. 
 
10.7.3 Assignment Collection 
 The most popular method for the collection of assignments was found to be by 
hand-in to an administrator within the school or faculty, and this is used at case 
studies B, C and D.  University A, again taking advantage of its central 
administrative office on each campus, has opted for a single collection point on each 
site.   
 
It is generally accepted that it is safest to give students a receipt for each piece of 
work handed in, as this avoids false claims that work has been done, and also 
supports valid claims where work has been lost.  However there were other methods 
which had been found to be successful, such as a secure postbox, and the 
possibilities of using barcodes for receipt were also being explored. 
 
Figure 10.11 compares the methods used, by giving the percentages for each case 
study from the academic questionnaire responses on efficiency. 
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The university with the least “unsatisfactory” ratings and the most “very good” 
responses is University B, and this is perhaps a result of the smaller school structure 
giving a more personal service.  University D has 13% giving “unsatisfactory” while 
also attracting 34% of “very good” ratings, which could reflect the varying standards 
in each faculty, but the overall good ratings for this university may in part be due to 
the use of a 4-part NCR receipt form.  Although a similar form is used within 
University A, it is possible that the centralised “mass” system used here has reduced 
the ratings, as a higher number of academics rated this administrative method as 
“satisfactory”. 
 
Academics were particularly concerned when the service was not student-friendly, 
for example causing long queues or disadvantaging part-time students.  The long 
queues and the mass procedures were seen as disadvantages for the centralised 
system at University A.  Queues were also mentioned at University B, but there was 
more emphasis on the advantages of a local, flexible arrangement for students.  
Better arrangements for part-time students were a comment for University C. 
 
There appeared to be varying standards of service from administrators for 
assignment collection, in that there were module lists supplied with some batches of 
assignments (particularly at University A and B) but this did not happen in every 
case for universities C and D. 
 
Assignments collection represents another example of where overheads can be 
reduced by centralising the coordination.  This is because the printing of 4-part NCR 
receipts can be more economical if there is a standard form across the university 
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which can be printed in bulk.  It is not easy, however, to combine the needs of 
different disciplines into one universal form. 
 
Several lecturers considered that there should be an option for them to collect work 
directly from the students, but this is largely discouraged so that students can be 
given an official receipt. 
 
10.7.4 Enrolment/Registration of Students 
 Universities A, B and C had chosen to register students centrally, in some cases 
because they were linking the processes with technology to enable data to be 
quickly incorporated into the central student record system.  University A uses a 
completely electronic system for enrolment, University B has recently introduced an 
opportunity for students to check details on line, and University C currently has 
mainly a manual system. University D used a decentralised manual system for 
enrolment, but was piloting an electronic system. 
 
 The academics gave considerable importance to the speed with which they could 
acquire an accurate class list, and also to the inconvenience caused to the student.  
Their perception of efficiency according to the questionnaire responses is compared 
in Figure 10.12. 
 From the academic perception, therefore, the centralised electronic system is rated 
unsatisfactory by a large proportion (48%) of the academic respondents at 
University A.  The mainly manual, centralised system used at University B has no 
“unsatisfactory” ratings, with the majority of academics split between “satisfactory” 
and “good”. 
 
Figure 10.12:  Comparison of Academic Perception of 
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 The decentralised manual system has a varied rating, with 16% considering it 
“unsatisfactory” and 16% considering it “very good”.  Again this appears to reflect 
the differing standards across the faculties. 
 
 In considering reasons why the academic perception of efficiency is so varied 
between the case study universities, it could be assumed that the academics are 
basing their opinions on: 
 their first-hand observations of the processes; 
 the comments of students; 
 the comments of other staff; 
 the availability of data, eg module lists, from the student record database. 
 
For the first point, “first-hand observations”, the involvement of the respondents in 
the enrolment/registration processes was stated as: 
University A: 56% of respondents were involved 
University B: 42% of respondents were involved 
University C: 74% of respondents were involved 
University D: 19% of respondents were involved 
 
At universities A and C where there is a higher involvement of the academic 
respondents, there is also a higher level of dissatisfaction.  This may give a slight 
indication that the more obtrusive the enrolment mechanisms become, the more 
unsatisfactory they are rated, echoing the view of P D Hartley (Gledhill 1999 p ix) 
that “the administration should be as unintrusive as possible” (see section 3.5).  
However this does not apply for University B, where there is a 42% involvement, but 
no dissatisfaction noted. 
 
The comments on the totally electronic enrolment concerned the lack of flexibility for 
non-standard programmes, the frequent problems with the equipment, as well as 
the long queues and inaccurate records produced.  For the manual centralised 
enrolment, the disadvantages related to form-filling fatigue, time wasted, long 
queues but the advantages of flexibility and an opportunity to give out university 
documents was noted.  The decentralised manual system also evoked comments 
about the amount of paperwork and the slow production of class lists, but valued the 
local knowledge which leads to more accuracy of information. 
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The findings of McGee and Chandler (1998:42) in the Australian study showed the 
greatest disparity in costs and student satisfaction levels in the enrolment 
processes, and they advised electronic processing by students via the internet or 
response voice systems etc (see section 3.5).  This type of enrolment mechanism 
would make the process less intrusive. 
 
One reason given for a registration period is that there is a requirement to ensure 
that the student has actually arrived at the university, particularly to avoid fraud.  
This is one point which would need to be addressed if alternative mechanisms are 
used. 
 
10.7.5 Student Records 
 To some extent, the sophistication and the extent of the central student records 
increase in the same proportion as the degree of centralisation for the case study 
universities. 
 
 University A has the most centralisation and has the most comprehensive system 
(albeit one which has had teething problems).  This relational system combines 
module, course and programme criteria with student information, and has details of 
student modules and marks going back to approximately 1995/6.  The input of data 
is mainly by central administrative staff, but marks input is done primarily by school 
administrative staff. 
 University B installed a new system in 1999 which has the facilities to incorporate 
many extra techniques, such as an interface with an examination timetabling 
system.  These facilities are being incorporated gradually, and the module marks 
history has been building up over the past few years.  The input of data is mainly by 
central administrative staff, but schools are given the option to input their own 
module data for students.  Most schools keep local databases tailored to their 
needs, and upload to and from the central database as necessary. 
 University C installed a fairly sophisticated system in 2000 which allows the 
recording of student results, and information is downloaded for use in software for 
examination scheduling, enrolment etc.  The ownership of the data is retained 
centrally, but schools are responsible for updating and maintaining their own 
records. 
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 University D is currently installing a new system.  The old system only kept basic 
data on students, and did not store student module marks.  The faculties rely heavily 
on their own databases. 
 
 This bears out the remarks made in structured interviews during the case studies 
that the power of large schools or faculties inhibits the introduction of 
comprehensive central databases. It could be argued that because large faculties or 
schools delay the introduction of overarching information systems, there is a 
tendency to restructure to smaller units to facilitate technological changes (amongst 
other things).  This supports Woodward’s theory of “technological determinism” 
(quoted in Winfield 1991:50 – see section 3.4), although Woodward’s theories 
appear to relate more to production technologies than information technologies. 
However where the larger faculties or schools dominate, the technology is designed 
to work around their needs, so that the structure of the organisation determines the 
technology.  This lends more support to the view of Scarborough and Corbett 
(1992:10) that “organizations shape the technology process at the same time as it 
shapes them”. 
 
 To compare the perceived efficiency of the systems in place at the case study 
universities, Figure 10.13 shows the academic responses received from the 
questionnaire survey. 
 
 
 The large amount of dissatisfaction shown by academics at University A is mainly as 
a result of the problems from the changeover to the new software.  The 
dissatisfaction at University D indicates that the local databases kept by each faculty 
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are not considered sufficient for academic needs, in spite of the fact that these can 
be tailored to specific needs.  University B gives the most favourable rating, with the 
lowest percentage of “unsatisfactory” votes, and the largest quota of “very good” 
ratings.  This university relies heavily on local databases in schools, but uploads key 
information such as module marks into the central database after examination 
boards.  This allows local flexibility whilst retaining a reliable core of essential 
information.   
 
One reason for dissatisfaction could be the amount of access allowed to academic 
staff.  Figure 10.14 shows the percentage of academic respondents with sufficient 
access to the student records. 
 It may be significant to note in Figure 10.13 that the academic ratings of 
“unsatisfactory” for universities B, C and D rise progressively with higher levels of 
decentralisation.  However there is also a direct relationship between the level of 
satisfaction for academics and the level of access.  University B had the most 
favourable rating and also has the higher percentage of academics with adequate 
access.  University A has the lowest percentage of academics with adequate access 
and the highest level of dissatisfaction, and so on. 
 
Winfield (1991:137) considered that “If there is a tendency towards centralisation 
then computers will speed up the process; likewise if there is a tendency towards 
decentralisation then computers will speed that up too.”  However the above results 
seem to indicate that it is difficult to install and maintain a comprehensive database 
when there is a completely decentralised system, as the more decentralised the 
organisation is, the less established is the student database. 
 
 
0
10
20
30
40
50
%
Univ A Univ B Univ C Univ D
Figure 10.14:  Percentage of Academic Respondents with 
Adequate Access to Student Records
 243 
10.8 The Student Experience 
 The effects of centralisation on the student experience form a key concern amongst 
academics.  At both University E (section 5.4.1) and University C (section 8.1), the 
reasons for a largely decentralised administration were to give students a friendlier 
environment, where they would have a clear sense of identity with their academic 
group.  There was a view that the central administrators are more impersonal and 
less approachable than those in the school or faculty: 
 “Not only their personal and subject tutors, but also the students union and relevant 
administrators in their academic department or in the central administration (though 
the latter still seem to engender a certain amount of trepidation on the part of 
students), can offer valid advice to students within their own areas of expertise and 
competence."”(Gledhill 1999:13) 
 
Gledhill also felt that this had an impact on the updating of student data: 
 
“Conceptual ‘ownership’ of the data is not only a matter of defining who is responsible 
for their update, it is intimately intertwined with the managerial structure of the 
institution.  Centralized administrations can appear remote and unsympathetic to the 
needs of students; and also sometimes to departmental academic and administrative 
staff.  Certainly they can appear intimidating to students in a way that departmental 
staff do not. This is not a question of attitude, more a matter of familiarity, since 
students have much greater interaction with the local office staff … If the students 
feel that the only reason for keeping their data up to date is to satisfy ‘the centre’, 
there is no incentive to do so; if they feel that they are causing problems for the 
administrative staff whom they meet every day they may try harder.”  (Gledhill 
1999:88) 
 
Ensuring a supportive environment for students is a key feature in helping them to 
overcome difficulties which threaten their ability to complete the course.  The four 
case study universities have different student profiles, with the percentage from 
Social Class IIIM, IV and V as shown in Table 10.6: 
 
Table 10.6:  Participation of Students whose parental occupation is skilled 
manual, semi-skilled, or unskilled in Case Study Universities: Young full-time 
first degree entrants 2000-2001  
 
University % from Social Class IIIM, IV 
and V from known data 
Location-adjusted benchmark 
% 
A 34 33 
B 14 17 
C 37 33 
D 38 33 
 [Source: Table T1a, HEFCE.ac.uk/PI] 
  
Universities A, C and D have a larger proportion of students whose parents are in 
the lower paid section of the community, and students therefore who are unlikely to 
have the advantages of a private education or the financial cushion which 
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overcomes many difficulties.  These universities therefore have a lower retention 
rate as shown in Table 10.7: 
 Table 10.7: Case Study Universities:  Non-continuation following year of entry 
– full-time first degree entrants 1999-2000 
 
University Total Entrants % of all entrants 
continuing or 
qualifying 
Benchmark 
% 
A 2870 83 13 
B 3305 95 4 
C 2726 85 12 
D 2525 87 12 
 [Source: Table T3a HEFCE.ac.uk/PI] 
  
Although the centralised university A has the lowest percentage of retention for full-
time first degree students, this cannot be seen as an indication that a decentralised 
administration improves retention, as the pattern does not carry through with other 
universities, as can be deduced from Appendix A.  The retention rates have a closer 
relationship to the student profiles, particularly as shown in Table 10.6.  However it 
is useful to look at the number of students who do not complete their first year: 
 University A – 488 students 
 University B – 132 students 
 University C – 408 students 
 University D – 328 students 
 
 Appendix E shows that the average public funding per student is approximately 
£4750 per year, and the case study universities are therefore losing between 
£627,000 and £2,318,000 per annum.  When this is extended over the 3 year period 
of a degree programme, this accumulates to between £1,881,000 (University B) and 
£6,954,000 (University A) for home students – for overseas students the funding 
can be more, around £7,000 to £10,000 per annum each.  It is therefore important to 
the universities to take steps to increase their retention rate. 
 
 As discussed in section 3.5, Moxley et al (2001:26) assert that: 
“keeping students in higher education involves a range of supportive practices and 
strategies that an educational institution applies to a number of different student 
situations.  By support we mean the matching of resources to the needs of students 
so that they can master the role of student and perform in a manner that brings them 
academic success as they and/or the educational institution define it.” 
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They advocate five forms of supportive retention practices: 
 
 Emotional support and sustenance 
 Informational support 
 Instrumental support 
 Material support 
 Identity support. 
 
It is in these types of retention practices where friendly and experienced 
administrative staff can make an impact, particularly in offering sympathetic 
understanding to students and providing a warm and supportive atmosphere that 
welcomes the involvement of students who may be experiencing retention 
challenges.  A good administrator can identify the source of the problem and ensure 
that the student is put in touch with the help that s/he needs, for example, a 
personal tutor, a counsellor or sources of financial assistance.  One school 
administrator at University B reported: 
“[X] suffered from depression for many years and I finally persuaded him to submit 
his final year dissertation this session. … what finally worked was sending him 
supportive e-mails, telephoning him when he didn’t turn up as promised, etc.  I maybe 
went a bit above and beyond the call of duty but [X]’s a nice chappie who just seemed 
to lack any support.  Must be my maternal instinct! … Some students are often 
persuaded to suspend their studies instead of withdrawing for financial reasons.” 
 
Where administrators are less approachable, the student may leave the university 
without attempting to ask for any help.  If, as is indicated by Gledhill (1999:88), a 
centralised administration can appear intimidating, then the savings in overheads 
made by using this type of administrative structure will be offset to some extent by 
the adverse effects on student retention rates. 
 
10.9 Summary Analysis 
 The four case study universities each had a different structure for the student 
administration, with University A almost completely centralised, University B midway 
to centralised, University C midway to decentralised and University D almost 
completely decentralised.  The only pre-1992 university was University B, and a 
particular consideration in this regard was whether older universities would tend 
towards a decentralised structure as a more traditional style.  From the macro study 
and the four case studies, there was no indication that the older universities prefer a 
decentralised administrative system. 
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 To compare the costs of each type of administration, it was soon apparent that the 
statistics collected by HESA can be misleading for a comparison.  These figures 
only include central administration plus faculty officers, and therefore do not take 
account of the number of administrative staff within the school/faculty.  By making 
best estimates of the number of staff within each case study institution, it was 
possible to get indications of the admin staff per 1000 students and the number of 
academics to each administrator.  University C proved to have the most economical 
organisation for administrative staff, with 12.7 administrators to every 1000 FTE 
students and 4.1 academics to each person.  University B, with its additional 
research responsibilities for academics, proved to have the most generous staffing 
with 21.7 administrators for each 1000 FTE students and 2.5 academics per person.  
The comparison of resources in Figure 10.2 demonstrated that a centralised system 
is not necessarily more economical in staffing, however it was noted that economies 
are more likely to show up in overhead than direct labour. 
 
 In the post-1992 universities, it was shown that the more decentralised the 
administration is, the more adequately resourced it appears to be to academic staff, 
even if the ratio of staff:students is less generous.  It was also noticeable in Figure 
10.3 that the student administration is perceived by the academics to be more 
efficient when the university has a more decentralised administration. 
 
 The job satisfaction across the case study universities was fairly similar, with the 
exception of a lower rate for University A which has the centralised administration.  
When the accumulated replies from central staff were compared to those from 
school/faculty staff, there was a 9% higher rate of satisfaction and a 9% lower rate 
of dissatisfaction for the faculty/school staff.  The faculty/school administrative 
responses also had the least number with low morale (23% central versus 12.5% 
faculty/school).   
 
 The factor for job satisfaction given the most important place overall was a “good 
salary”, with “recognition of managers” and “seeing a job to completion” taking 
second and third place.  In the post-1992 universities, only 25-27% of respondents 
considered that they had a good salary, but 44% considered this was the case at 
University B. 
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 When the presence of the factors was divided between central and faculty/school 
staff, there was very little difference in most cases.  The areas where the difference 
was more significant were: 
 Having challenging projects, higher for school/faculty staff by 15%; 
 Achievable goals, higher for school/faculty staff by 9%; 
 Prestige, higher for school/faculty staff by 10%. 
It was interesting to note that no staff in central offices considered that there was 
any prestige related to their roles.  As pointed out by Lauwerys (2002:96) in section 
3.5, “Do bright capable young people wish to remain in a career area where their 
role is characterised as a ‘support function’, second-class by implication and 
described in general terms as ‘administration’?” 
 
As had also been found in the NCIHE report (1998:23), there is an intrinsic factor for 
motivation in university administration, in that satisfaction is gained from helping 
students and academics, being involved with the educational process and therefore 
helping to make a contribution to society.  It was therefore felt that there must be 
demotivating factors which have been introduced in some cases and which 
overshadow the intrinsic motivation.  One possibility was Shepperd’s theory about 
productivity loss when an individual is asked to work in a group or a team.  Other 
demotivating factors drawn from the administrative questionnaire respondents’ 
comments were: 
 dividing up tasks by function, so that each person has largely repetitive work; 
 staff being so overloaded at peak times of the year that they are unable to 
complete jobs satisfactorily; 
 inefficient database systems for computer records; 
 responsibility for tasks without the control over their correct completion; 
 distancing staff from the academics and students; 
 
It was considered that job design for administrative staff could be enhanced by 
ensuring that all concerned have access to the intrinsic motivating factors present in 
Higher Education, without being exposed to any of the above demotivating factors. 
 
In considering the processes involved in student administration, the admissions 
system which gained the most “very good” votes was at University B.  The system 
used at this University was midway between centralised and decentralised, giving 
the majority of decision-making to the schools, whilst retaining a strong coordinating 
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central body.  The highly centralised admissions system at University A received the 
most “unsatisfactory” votes and the least “very good” ratings.  There seemed to be a 
conflict between the economies to be made by centralising UG admissions 
processes and the retention of control for academic staff to use their judgement on 
applications.  Academic staff frequently commented that the admissions processes 
were time-consuming, but that it was time well spent because there is a better 
assessment of the educational and personal suitability of the student. 
 
For examinations administration, University A with the centralised system had the 
highest percentage of “very good” ratings and no ”unsatisfactory” ratings.  This 
university is fortunate in that it is able to have a central administrative office on each 
campus which is within fairly easy reach of all the schools on that site. 
 
It was frequently commented that academics should not have to invigilate for 
examinations, but this was usually an Academic Board requirement.  All universities 
complained about the timescales for producing examination question papers, 
whether centralised or decentralised.   
 
With regards to the administrative processes for collecting assignments, one 
university had opted for a centralised system and the other 3 were decentralised.  
The university with the least “unsatisfactory” ratings and the most “very good” 
ratings was University B with a decentralised collection.  This may be as a result of 
the smaller school structure giving a more personal service.  The centralised system 
did not rate as highly as the decentralised processes, but there was support for the 
4-part NCR forms used at universities A and D.  The academics placed value on the 
student-friendly systems which reduced queues and allowed flexibility for part-time 
students. 
 
For enrolment or registration of students, universities A, B and C had a central 
system.  University A used a largely electronic enrolment, but the others were mostly 
manual procedures.  University B’s centralised, manual enrolment was perceived by 
the academics to be the most efficient, as this received no “unsatisfactory” ratings.  
University A's electronic enrolment received the most “unsatisfactory” votes. Again 
the academics valued the service giving the better student experience, and also 
gave importance to the speed with which they could acquire an accurate class list.  
There were some indications that the more obtrusive the enrolment mechanisms 
become, the more unsatisfactory they are rated.  The type of enrolment 
 249 
recommended by McGee and Chandler (1998:42) in their Australian study, ie via the 
internet or response voice systems, would make the process unintrusive and 
student-friendly. 
 
There was evidence that the more centralised the administration, the easier it is to 
incorporate a more comprehensive student record system.  Where large schools 
or faculties wield enough power to obstruct the introduction of overarching systems, 
the lack of support makes it difficult to coordinate the records into a central system.  
The findings of the study supported the view of Scarborough and Corbett (1992:10) 
that “organizations shape the technology process at the same time as it shapes 
them”. 
 
It was unfortunate that University A was having changeover problems with new 
software at the time of the study, as this had the potential to be the most effective 
student records database, particularly for examiners’ board documentation and 
results.  The academic questionnaire responses indicated that the system at 
University B was perceived to be slightly more efficient than the others.  This 
university relies heavily on local databases in schools, but allows uploads of key 
information from them, giving local flexibility whilst retaining a reliable core of 
essential information.  University B also provided the most access to the central 
records according to the academic questionnaire respondents, and this may have 
contributed to their higher efficiency ratings. 
 
In summary, it appears that a degree of centralisation is important to enable the 
coordination of central records and ensuring uniform standards across the 
institution.  However this needs to be considered alongside the value of local 
knowledge and flexibility, and the need for a friendly, easily accessible service for 
students.   Where economies of scale are available for reducing overheads, eg 
examination rooming and printing coordination, then these should be exploited.  
However as far as possible it should be ensured that administrative staff are situated 
closest to the point of need, with job design to enhance the intrinsic motivation within 
educational establishments. 
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CHAPTER 11:  CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS & FURTHER 
WORK 
 
 
11.1 Introduction 
 The introductory chapters for this study described the context of the research, 
which arose from a curiosity as to why certain universities are centralising their 
student administration, whilst others consider it preferable to decentralise.  The 
political climate for universities was shown to be one where public funding per 
student is decreasing and the student numbers have more than doubled since the 
1980’s, moving into an age of “mass” education.  To cope with the increased 
student numbers together with the Government’s demand for ‘transparency’ and a 
plethora of statistics, universities have pursued schemes to introduce central 
databases with varying success. 
 
 Universities have emerged from considerably different origins, giving rise to distinct 
funding profiles.  The older universities, steeped in tradition, have built up 
reputations for research, attracting large amounts of research grants, and in some 
cases are also supported by endowments.  Newer universities, particularly those 
achieving this status after the abolition of the binary line in 1992, are extremely 
dependent on Government funding.  However both old and new universities have 
experienced financial difficulties. 
 
 The status of administrators has gradually changed from background support staff 
in the Civil Service model of the pre-1970s (section 2.2) to having a more equal 
footing with academics, and becoming “managers”. 
 
 This study sought to identify the reasons why centralised administration appears to 
be favourable for some universities, but decentralisation was chosen for others.  It 
examined possible reasons, such as tradition, economy, and the trend to modular 
degrees, whilst also considering the effects of the changes on the motivation of 
staff and the student experience.  
  
 This chapter draws together the findings of the research, and applies these to the 
aims of the research as detailed in Chapter 1, using the stated aims as section 
headings.  It concludes by describing the attributes of an effective administrative 
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structure according to the results of the case studies, and makes 
recommendations for improvements to current systems. 
 
11.2 Identify, analyse and compare the factors which influence, and which are 
influenced by, the centralisation or decentralisation of Student 
Administrative Functions 
  
 A variety of factors which could influence the design of the administrative structure 
were identified in section 4.5.2.  These were drawn from the first stage of the 
research:  from the background investigations (summarised in 2.4, from the review 
of existing theories and methodologies (Table 3.2) and from the macro study 
questionnaire.  These encompassed background or historical factors, Government 
requirements, management needs, operational needs, personnel needs and 
student needs.  From that list, there were several factors which would be 
considered when changing structure, but which in themselves would not usually 
provide the drive to change, for example factors relating to the institution’s origin, 
consistency of practices, accessibility, academic-administrative communication.  
There were also factors which would make some structures difficult to maintain, 
such as the number of campuses and their proximity to each other. 
 
 To a certain extent, many of these factors are also influenced in return by the 
administrative structure, for example the central student record system may 
become more sophisticated when it is widely accessible and developed to 
accommodate local needs.     
 
 Table 11.1 lists all the factors which were identified in this research, and gives a 
summary of the findings relating to how much influence these had, or how much 
they were influenced by administrative structure.  The chapter references in which 
in each factor is examined or discussed are shown in brackets in each case. 
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Table 11.1: Summary of the Factors involved in Centralisation and Decentralisation of Student Administration 
 
Factors possibly pulling towards 
centralisation 
Evidence found 
showing 
influence: Yes/No 
Brief Details of Findings  
Consistency of Practices Yes There were indications that it was easier to maintain consistency in a centralised system, but some 
decentralised structures had also achieved this.  In the case studies there was evidence that 
standardisation of regulations and practices is easier when there is a strong central steer, as was 
shown for admissions processes in University A. (See section 11.2.9) 
Economies of Scale/ Government 
needs for efficiency gains 
No It was found from the comparison made in section 10.4 that there was no appreciable difference 
between centralised and decentralised institutions in economy from a staffing point of view.  This 
concurred with the Australian study by McGee and Chandler (1998:42) that neither the centralised nor 
decentralised approach was conclusively superior in a quality or cost efficiency sense.  The most 
economical university in the case studies, from a staffing viewpoint, had a mainly decentralised 
system with a flatter organisational structure. It was also noted that care needs to be taken that moves 
for economy in administrative services are not offset by losses in productivity and customer service, 
especially with relation to student retention rates. (See sections 11.2.1 and 11.2.5) 
Interdisciplinary Modular 
Programme 
No firm evidence The macro study showed that it is not essential to have a totally centralised system for the 
administration of complex modular schemes.  However previous research had shown that 
“considerable organisational and administrative advantages are achieved by the coordination of 
various functions …. “ (Finegold et al, 1992:41) There was a slight tendency for those with a complex 
scheme to have a centralised or “midway” administrative structure. (See sections 4.5.5 and 11.2.6) 
Centres for specialist skills or 
coordination 
Not studied  
Accessible accounting information Not studied  
Control of information systems Yes The macro study showed a slight tendency for centralised universities to have more sophisticated 
databases.  Following the case studies, a closer analysis showed that the institutions with the most 
advanced systems were those which had smaller academic units with a flatter structure. (See sections 
11.2.2 & 11.3.1) 
Limitations of space Not studied  
Transition to mass education 
system 
No From the macro study, there was no firm indication that universities prefer a certain structure for a 
certain quantity of students.  The largest university with 28566 students had opted for a decentralised 
structure, but there are also universities with over 23000 in the centralised mode and 25000 in the 
midway mode. (See section 4.5.12) 
Need for accurate recruitment 
figures 
Not studied  
 
Avoiding duplication of facilities or 
double-handling 
Yes It became clear in the study that duplication and double-handling could  not be eliminated by a 
“blanket” centralisation of every process.  However, by being selective in processes chosen for 
centralisation, duplication can be reduced. (See section11.2.3) 
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Need for focussed student enquiry 
office 
Yes A centralised ‘One Stop Shop’ can provide a valuable service, however it is important not to lose the 
friendly support provided by the school/faculty administration who are closer to the point of need.  The 
retention of students should be a consideration in the positioning of administrative staff, so that the 
students have easy access to a sympathetic and supportive administrator if they experience 
difficulties. (Section 11.2.5) 
Staff constraints Yes This had influenced structure at University H, when the loss of several faculty administrators had left a 
skill shortage.  It is also a consideration that restructuring an area of work often gives rise to 
redundancies and allows an opportunity to cut back on staffing.  However this factor only appears to 
have influence in isolated cases with specific circumstances. (Sections 5.4.4 and 11.2.8) 
Quality Assurance Not studied  
 
Factors possibly pulling towards 
decentralisation 
Evidence found 
showing 
influence: Yes/No 
Brief Details of Findings  
Flexibility in programme design and 
innovation 
Not studied  
Creating client/student relationships Yes A decentralised administrative system provides more administrators closer to the students and to the 
academics, with more opportunity to build relationships.  More advantages were found for the student 
experience with a decentralised administrative system for certain processes. (Sections 10.5 and 
11.2.5) 
Communication and liaison with 
academic staff 
Yes Lack of communication was noted as a problem between central administrators and academics at the 
more centralised universities (egTables 6.1 & 7.3).  The easy access and local knowledge of school 
administrators was highlighted by respondents at the more decentralised universities. (eg Tables 9.2 
and 9.3). (See also Section 10.5) 
Informed data entry Yes For the input and maintenance of student information, it makes sense for the data to be input by the 
administrative or academic staff who are closest to the source of the information.  This is usually the 
local school or faculty administrators. (Section 11.3.1) 
Fast decision making Not studied  
Level of task uncertainty Not studied  
Traditions of older universities No There were few of the pre-1992 universities in the macro questionnaire sample with a decentralised 
administrative structure.  Most had opted for the midway system.  In the post-1992 universities, there 
was a fairly even spread for each type of structure, with a slight bias to decentralisation. (Section 
4.5.11) 
Spread over several campuses Yes Respondent universities with more than six campuses all opted for a decentralised administration. 
There is also an indication that centralised systems are more popular when only one or two campuses 
are involved, although there are exceptions to this rule. (Sections 4.5.3 and 11.2.7) 
Need for some services to be 
tailored to individual faculties 
Yes This was mentioned in case study responses in relation to specialist areas, eg admissions in Art & 
Design (Section 8.2.1) 
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Need for problems to be dealt with 
at local level 
Yes The advantages of local knowledge were particularly highlighted in the case study of the decentralised 
University D, for example in student registration processes (Table 9.5).  There was also an indication 
that academics perceive a higher efficiency with the administrators in closer contact. (Section 10.5) 
Student support/customer care Yes There were advantages noted for each type of structure in relation to the student experience.  For 
centralised systems these related mainly to standardised and uniform procedures.  In decentralised 
systems there was more convenience for the student through local, flexible arrangements for 
assignments and the individual attention given to students at enrolment/registration was felt to assist 
in giving the student a friendly learning environment.  Overall, there appeared to be more advantages 
for the student experience with a decentralised system for certain processes. (Section 11.2.5) 
Access for academics to student 
record system 
No There was a direct relationship between the level of satisfaction with the student record system and 
the level of access.  However there was no marked relationship between administrative structure and 
access. The two universities with a “midway” admin structure gave the highest level of access for 
academics. (Section10.7.5) 
 
Factors possibly being affected 
by centralisation or 
decentralisation 
Evidence found 
showing 
influence: Yes/No 
Brief Details of Findings  
Career Structure No Although this was a reason given for centralised administration at University A, the case study surveys 
revealed a higher presence of this factor at the largely decentralised University C.  Career prospects 
did not appear to be consistently higher in either centralised or decentralised structures.  (Table 10.4 
and Section 11.2.4) 
Job enrichment and motivation Yes There were slight indications of an increase in job satisfaction and morale in decentralised 
administrative units. However it was considered more important to ensure that, whichever structure 
was used, the staff had access to the intrinsic motivating factors present in Higher Education and that 
they have the least exposure to the demotivating factors listed in Section 10.6. 
Sophistication of MIS systems Yes There were indications that centralised universities had more sophisticated MIS systems, however this 
was more evident with universities with a flatter structure. (Sections 10.7.5 and 11.2.2) 
Effectiveness and efficiency Yes It was noticeable in the case study comparison that the student administration is perceived by the 
academics to be more efficient in an almost direct relationship to the degree of decentralisation, with 
the highest efficiency rating going to the most decentralised structure.  When the efficiency was 
considered by each individual process, the results gave a different preference for each of the 
administrative functions studied.  The most highly-rated systems for the functions can be seen in 
Figure 11.1 (Sections 10.5 and 11.4) 
Security of data Not studied  
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The main factors identified and their effects are discussed in detail below. 
 
11.2.1 Economy 
  The reasons given for the centralisation at University A related to coordinating a central 
database, avoiding duplication of administrative processes, gaining economies of scale 
and reviewing the career structure.  The key reason at University B was economy.  In 
view of the efficiency gains required by HEFCE (see section 2.1) many universities are 
looking at ways to make savings, and the trend shown in the macro survey completed 
in 1998 (section 4.6.2) was that there was a move towards centralisation, with 8 
institutions centralising and only 3 decentralising.  As noted in section 3.5 from 
Shattock et al (1983:133), the administration and central services area only represents 
approximately 6% of a university’s expenditure, which does not allow a big margin for 
savings.  For a university with an expenditure on administration of, say, £3,800,000 per 
year, a 5% efficiency gain would represent a saving of around £190,000.  If however 
the cost of this saving is a decrease in customer service, student completion rates or 
staff motivation, these savings could possibly be offset with the loss of experienced 
staff, loss of productivity and a lower retention rate for students. 
 
   A study undertaken by Aston University researchers reported that “When compared 
with 20 institutions that were judged to be operating most efficiently, the analysts 
concluded that it was possible for other institutions to make an annual saving of £700 
million across the sector.” (Tysome, 2003:2)  This study by Casu and Thanassoulis 
(2003) was based on a comparison of central administration costs as collected by 
HEFCE which do not isolate student administration staff based in schools and faculties 
(see section 4.5.10).  Casu et al do not consider the omission of departmental 
administrators a problem for their comparisons, since they argue that “departmental 
administrators carry out a different type of work from central administrators, promoting 
income earning activities rather than dealing extensively with academic matters” (Casu 
et al, 2003:13).  This does not accord with the division of administrative work shown in 
Figure 10.1, and underlines the difficulties of isolating and comparing expenditure on 
student administration with the current definitions for statistical collection provided by 
HEFCE. 
 
   In the case studies, a comparison was made of the staffing required in each university 
to identify whether centralising student administration made any economies in staff 
numbers.  It was found from this comparison that, from a staffing point of view, the 
most economical of the four universities studied had a mainly decentralised 
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administration, and there was no appreciable difference between centralised and 
decentralised institutions.  This concurred with the Australian study by McGee and 
Chandler (1998:42) that, 
 
“Interestingly, non-value added contributions occurred in both centralised and 
decentralised administrations with neither the centralised nor decentralised approach 
being conclusively superior in a quality or cost efficiency sense.” 
 
 
However it was noted from Hammer and Champy (1995:29) that the savings from 
centralisation would not necessarily show up in staffing, but rather in overheads.  
Some examples where a centralised steer could bring reductions in overheads were 
noted in Section 10.  One of these was in the coordination of examination rooms, 
where it was sometimes necessary particularly in University D to hire larger halls 
outside the University to accommodate the large number of students.  By centralising 
the coordination of the examination rooms, it is possible to maximise the usage of the 
hired rooms, and minimise the time and expenses required. 
 
   Another example found was in the coordination of printing stationery to gain cheaper 
printing costs, for example in the case of the 4-part NCR forms for submitting 
assignments.  It is not often possible to make one form adequate for the needs of eight 
or nine different disciplines, but there may be opportunities to merge the requirements 
of several subject areas.  There could also be savings made in office space as well as 
considerations of coordinating advertising/marketing, bulk purchasing etc. 
 
   In considering economies of scale available from centralisation, it is important to 
ascertain whether the effects noted by Rowbottom and Billis (1987:80) in section 3.3.1, 
ie boredom, alienation and dehumanisation, are being generated in the central 
departments.  Bailey (1983:71), quoted in section 3.3.2, showed the difference in 
productivity, quality and job satisfaction which can be achieved when job enrichment is 
considered within job design.  If a centralised structure causes demotivation, then this 
could devalue any savings from economies of scale with loss of productivity and 
customer service.  This consideration was tested in the case studies, and is discussed 
in detail later in this chapter. 
 
 
11.2.2 Student Records 
   Government requirements for increased transparency to show how their funding is 
being spent are placing a greater importance on student record databases.  Where the 
records are stored in many local databases in schools or faculties, it becomes much 
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harder to collate these accurately for completion of the annual statistical returns for 
HESA etc (see section 2.3).  It also means that overall strategic planning is more 
difficult to achieve without a flexible management information system.  Even with the 
Government’s steer for the MAC initiative in 1988, universities found it difficult to 
incorporate comprehensive, robust database systems because of inadequate software 
and the fact that faculties and schools preferred to give their local databases priority, 
and neglected the updating of the central records. 
 
   It has been found that sophisticated central databases can not only provide 
management information, but they can also cut down the work required for enrolment, 
examinations scheduling, providing class lists, preparing marks lists for examiners’ 
boards, and providing graduation ceremony lists etc.  Scott-Morton (1991:5) pointed 
out that IT can provide an organisation with a competitive edge.  It is therefore 
important to take appropriate measures to incorporate such a system.   
 
   Gunn (1995:28) described the situation in American universities as in a state of crisis 
because most institutions have not made the transition from the industrial era to the 
information age.  
 
   The macro study (Chapter 4) showed a slight tendency for centralised universities to 
have more sophisticated student databases, however there was no significant 
difference for centralised or decentralised administrative systems.  In the four detailed 
case studies, there was an indication that the most comprehensive student record 
systems were found in the more centralised organisations, although University A was 
having problems in its changeover to a new system.  The mini study at University H 
indicated that the centralisation of systems had enabled the installation of a 
comprehensive robust system.  However Universities C and G had a mainly 
decentralised administration and also had a sophisticated reliable database in place.  
On closer analysis, the institutions with the most advanced systems were Universities 
A, B, C, G and H.  In each of these the faculty offices had been absorbed into other 
areas, making the flatter structures recommended by Fender (1993 – see section 
3.2.1) with smaller academic units which were easier to coordinate.  This leads to a 
conclusion that the three-tier academic structure of Centre – Faculty – School shown 
as a typical university structure in Figure 4.1 inhibits the coordination of a central 
student record database.  However it should also be borne in mind that, until the 
advent of web-based databases, it was difficult to provide access to a central database 
from remote campuses, and there is sometimes a connection between decentralisation 
and the spread of the organisation. 
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   With the exception of University A which had problems with its computer system, the 
academic perception of efficiency for student records systems rose in relationship to 
the degree of centralisation.  Of the four detailed case studies, University B had the 
system which gained the most favourable rating.  This university had a reliable central 
system to which a large number of academics had access, but also relied quite heavily 
on local databases in the schools which could upload or download information.  It also 
provided the most access for academics together with local flexibility whilst retaining a 
reliable central store of essential information.  One concern amongst academics was 
that a central database would be unable to cater for special requirements on certain 
programmes of study, eg work placements, special forms of assessment etc, and the 
system in University B allowed for these local requirements, with the disadvantage of 
some duplication of work. 
 
Although University A had installed a sophisticated central system, the academics 
considered that they had very little access.  Particularly for those academics with 
administrative duties, it is important to have fast access to the information for 
operational needs.  Having to wait for an administrator to provide this can be 
frustrating. 
 
   The ability at University H for students to update certain fields within their own data is a 
particularly useful feature, and could ensure much more up-to-date information if the 
students have an incentive to do this. 
 
   As far as the relationship between structure and technology is concerned, there was 
evidence that universities were changing structure to some extent to facilitate the 
incorporation of the student record database, thus supporting the “technological 
determinism” view of Woodward (see section 3.4).  However as noted above the 
change was not necessarily in the direction of centralisation, but often involved taking 
out one layer of administration to give a flatter structure, a consequence of IT noted by 
Peters (quoted in Clegg et al 1996:415).  Web-based databases were also becoming 
more popular to give wider access.  This supported Scarborough and Corbett’s view 
(1992:10) that “organizations shape the technology process at the same time as it 
shapes them.” 
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11.2.3  Avoiding duplication or double-handling 
  The most frequent source of duplication of effort is found when local databases are 
kept as well as a central database.  In many cases this involves the keying-in of data in 
each case.  With the ease of downloads between databases, this is becoming less of a 
problem, but until the central database can fulfil all the needs of the staff in faculties 
and schools etc, then local databases will proliferate. 
 
   University H had taken a business process re-engineering approach to streamlining 
their systems, and they believe that they have eliminated double-handling and 
duplication as far as possible by centralisation.  Without making a further detailed case 
study of this university, this is difficult to confirm.  Certainly if information is having to 
pass from a department/school to a faculty office and then to a central office, as would 
happen in the traditional university structure, then there is unnecessary handling of 
data. 
  
   At University A, there were comments that double-handling had been increased by 
centralisation of certain aspects, eg examination paper production.  This was because 
papers had to be passed backwards and forward for checking and corrections and 
checking again.  At University C, the process for producing results letters also involved 
some double-handling with the input by central staff, checking by the school, and then 
distribution by the central staff. 
 
   It became clear in the study, that duplication and double-handling could not be 
eliminated by a “blanket” centralisation of every process.  However by being selective 
in the processes chosen for centralisation, it could be vastly improved.  This can be 
examined in closer detail in consideration of the individual processes. 
   
11.2.4  Career Structure 
   One of the reasons given for the change to a centralised administration at University A 
was to provide a career structure for administrative staff.  This was one of the factors 
examined in the administrative staff questionnaire, and it was not placed very high in 
importance for job satisfaction, being ranked 10
th
 out of 12 placings.  At University A 
21% of the respondents felt that there were career prospects in their job.  At University 
C, with a largely decentralised administrative structure, there was a higher incidence 
with 27% of the respondents noting the presence of this factor in their job.  There was 
a lower presence for career prospects at universities B (semi-centralised) and D 
(decentralised), with 17% and 16% respectively.  Career prospects do not therefore 
appear to be consistently higher in either centralised or decentralised structures.   
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11.2.5 Student Experience 
 A reason given at University C and University E for decentralising administration was to 
give students a friendlier environment where they would have a clear sense of identity 
with their academic group.  Thirty years ago this was felt to be a very important feature 
by Livingstone (1974:9) because, 
“The degree of bureaucratization in universities is usually far below that of other 
organizations of similar size.  Nevertheless, to students whose reference point is the more 
personalized school, the sense of isolation in the university can be devastating.” 
 
If this was the case in 1974, then with the move towards mass education, the situation 
will be even more disconcerting in current universities.  This study looked at whether 
centralising or decentralising student administration would have any influence on the 
student experience. 
 
The view of Gledhill (1999:13) was that the central administration can “engender a 
certain amount of trepidation on the part of students” and “can appear remote and 
unsympathetic to the needs of students” (p88). 
 
It was estimated in section 10.8 that the withdrawal of one student at the beginning of 
their first year can represent a total loss of income for the university of around £15,000.  
If the student concerned is from overseas, this figure can rise to between £21,000 and 
£30,000.  Because of the differences in student profiles and origins at each university, 
it is not possible to make any correlation between the administrative structure and the 
student retention rates.  In any case it would be difficult to estimate the influence that 
administrative staff have in persuading a student to rethink a request for withdrawal.  
However the loss of income from just 2-3 home students who withdraw would cancel 
out a saving of 1% on administrative expenditure.  
 
It was calculated that the loss of income from home students who withdraw from, for 
example, University A is currently nearly £7 million per year.  Shattock et al (1983:133) 
estimated the expenditure on administration and central services to be an average of 
around 6% of a university’s total expenditure.  At University A, the expenditure on 
administration and central services in 1997/98 was around £2,940,000.  There are 
therefore far more savings to be gained by improving retention rates than by 
streamlining administrative structure. 
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In section 10.8 the recommendations for retaining students in higher education made 
by Moxley et al (2001) were highlighted, and it was demonstrated that friendly and 
experienced administrative staff can make an impact, particularly in offering 
sympathetic understanding to students and providing a warm and supportive 
atmosphere.  An experienced administrator is able to suggest alternative options, for 
example suspension of a course for a year while a problem is sorted out, or ensure 
that the student is put in touch with the appropriate sources of help.   More training for 
administrators with regard to student retention would have particularly beneficial results 
at institutions where the retention rates are lower, since they may be the first port of 
call for students requesting a withdrawal form. 
 
University H has a centralised administration and also has a high retention rate.  The 
opinion of the Senior Assistant Registrar there was that, by providing a centralised 
“One Stop Shop” for all student needs, there was a more efficient service for students 
which ensured that they were not passed from one department to another with their 
problems. However they did feel that there were sufficient staff left in the 
schools/departments to provide friendly administrative support for students. 
 
Another influence on the student experience is the quality of services provided for the 
different administrative requirements, eg enrolment, assignment collection, provision of 
results etc.  From the academic questionnaires, it was possible to gain a perception of 
the service to students, and the following observations are based on their comments. 
 
Long queues were particularly noted for: 
 the centralised assignments collection at University A; 
 the centralised electronic enrolment system at University A; 
 the centralised manual enrolment system at University B; 
 
To a lesser extent, queues were also noted by the academic respondents for the 
decentralised assignments collection at University B.  The mass processes and 
conveyor-belt systems for centralised enrolment were considered to be an 
unwelcoming student experience.  
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The advantages for the student mentioned in relation to centralised systems were the 
standardised and uniform procedures for assignments and enrolment.  In relation to 
decentralised systems, the convenience to the student through local, flexible 
arrangements for assignments and the individual attention given to students at 
enrolment/registration was felt to assist in giving the student a friendly learning 
environment. 
 
Overall, there appear to be more advantages for the student experience with a 
decentralised administrative system for certain processes.  The findings for each 
administrative process considered in the study will be summarised in section 11.3. 
 
11.2.6 Interdisciplinary Modular Programmes 
 Modular programmes varied in complexity across the universities, with some offering a 
“pick and mix” option, whilst others had very limited choices.  In relation to the 
administration of modular credit-based programmes, Finegold et al (1992:44) pointed 
out that: 
“Administrative costs are high: a large cohort of staff are required to manage the complex 
scheduling arrangements, to maintain the sophisticated information systems and student 
‘tracking’ systems, to offer guidance to students and to manage the planning process.” 
 
From the macro study results in section 4.5.5, there was no conclusive indication that 
the complexity of the modular scheme has any bearing on administrative structure, 
although there was a slight tendency for those with a complex scheme to have a 
centralised or “midway” administrative structure.  Three of the case study universities 
operate a system whereby the student’s programme is coordinated by the school or 
faculty providing the most modules for the degree.   
 
Finegold et al considered in this context that “Considerable organisational and 
administrative advantages are achieved by the coordination of various functions …”.  
(p 41)  Certainly examinations timetabling is more complicated because of the potential 
number of timetable clashes with a  “pick and mix” choice.  However the macro study 
showed that it is not essential to have a totally centralised system for the 
administration of complex modular schemes, although there is a need for some form of 
coordination.   
 
11.2.7   Campus Distribution 
   University D gave one of the reasons for decentralising their student administration as 
being due to the spread of the large number of campuses.  The 9 faculties are spread 
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across 9 campuses, several of which are a few miles from the central campus.  Even 
to centralise a student record system across remote campuses has been difficult until 
the advent of web-based systems which do not require direct connections between the 
campuses. 
 
   It was evident in the macro study that those respondent universities with a larger 
number of campuses all opted for a decentralised administration.  However there were 
some universities with a centralised administration which had 5 or 6 campuses.  The 
universities which had chosen a “midway” administrative structure all had three or less 
campuses.   
 
   There is therefore a definite physical restriction in the options available when the 
university has many remote campuses, and a decentralised system is easier to 
manage.  However the option to have a flatter structure, reducing the layers of 
management, could still be considered in this type of organisation. 
 
11.2.8   Staff Constraints 
   An additional factor for centralisation was raised in the mini-study of University H 
(section 5.4).  In response to financial difficulties and calls for voluntary redundancies, 
the majority of the faculty administrative officers had left almost simultaneously, leaving 
a skill shortage in this area.  The centralisation of the student administration at this 
institution was therefore in part due to the staffing situation, and the loss of the higher 
paid staff enabled considerable savings for a few years after the restructuring.   
 
   It is also a consideration that restructuring an area of work often gives rise to 
redundancies, and allows an opportunity for an organisation to cut back on staffing. 
 
11.2.9   Other Factors 
There were no significant connections found between the following factors and the 
type of administrative structure: 
 
 Origin of university 
 Number of students 
 Number of academic divisions 
 Type of academic divisions 
 
There was evidence from the case studies that standardisation of regulations and 
practices is easier when there is a strong central steer, although some of the 
decentralised universities had also achieved this.  In the mini-study of University H, it 
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was found that the centralised administration had tried to standardise all the 
assessment practices, but had found it too difficult to achieve across the different 
disciplines. 
 
11.2.10 Motivation of Staff 
   It was significant in the macro study which surveyed university registrars that none 
gave “motivation of staff” as an advantage of their centralised, decentralised or 
“midway” administrative systems.  In one or two cases, they mentioned “career 
structure”, “clearer lines of responsibility” or other associated influences.  This seems 
to indicate that there is less concern for job design, and much more emphasis on the 
efficiency gains required by HEFCE. 
 
   This was surprising, particularly in view of the possible benefits of a motivating job 
design identified by Buchanan (1979:6) to include improved productivity, increased 
efficiency, reduced costs, increased profits, improved quality, improved 
communications and work attitudes and improved job satisfaction.  In some areas, it 
seemed that the findings of Bailey (1983:71) have not been considered (see section 
3.3.2).  These demonstrated that traditional approaches to organizing people and 
work, particularly those attempting to increase efficiency through specialisation and 
hierarchical control, have frequently undermined employees’ motivation and produced 
indifference and alienation from work.  
 
   In discussing the benefits to be gained from incorporating “third wave management” 
which brings a transition from the industrial era to the information age, Gunn (1995:36) 
forecasts that 
“Participative management will become the dominant mode of decision making in human-
scale organizations because it produces higher productivity, satisfaction and fulfilment 
among employees than authoritarian or laissez faire styles [39].” 
 
He believes that this will involve self-management to promote broad problem-solving 
responsibilities: “These self-directed employees form network relationships with peers 
that shrink the university hierarchy through the elimination of staffs which can generate 
significant savings in overhead.” (p 37) 
 
The survey of administrative staff at the case study universities was particularly 
targeted at establishing the morale and job satisfaction of the student administrators 
and clerical staff based both in central, faculty and school/departmental locations.  It 
prompted the staff to consider the elements of their job which gave satisfaction and 
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dissatisfaction, before asking whether on balance they considered that they derived 
more satisfaction or dissatisfaction.   
 
To delve further into this, a list of factors was given, based on the key motivational 
theories described in section 3.1.1.  The respondents were asked to rank these 
factors, and then to say which were present in their current post.  There was also a 
question to gauge their morale and the reasons for high or low morale.  When the 
responses for the four case study universities were compared, the lowest job 
satisfaction was shown to be with the most centralised university.  The central 
administrative office at this university is largely divided by function, with discrete 
sections dealing with admissions, examinations, awards, assignments collection.  
Although the division of work for assessment board servicing is spread across the 
department, it is not always possible to have continuity with the same board each year.  
The central student administrative office has a large open-plan arrangement. 
 
To provide a cross-comparison for a centralised institution, a mini-study was 
undertaken of University H (see section 5.4).  It was not possible in the time-scale 
available to undertake a questionnaire survey at this university, but the view of the 
Senior Assistant Registrar was that the centralisation of several student administrative 
functions had improved motivation amongst the administrative staff.  This university 
was not as fully centralised as University A, in that examination question papers and 
assignment collection were still the responsibility of the departments/schools, as well 
as decisions on applications for admission. The servicing of module assessment 
boards was also retained in the divisions. The central staff was divided into specialist, 
functional groups, but within these groups they had responsibility for certain 
programmes: “ … on the positive side our new overall structure (based on academic 
department groupings) had the advantage of enabling individual staff members to see 
whole jobs through from start to finish, as compared with the previous structure which 
involved many staff in particular aspects of a single function.” (Senior Assistant 
Registrar, University H) 
 
When the comparison of job satisfaction was made between central administrative 
departments and those in faculties/schools in the case study universities, there was a 
higher rate of satisfaction (9% higher) and a lower rate of dissatisfaction (9% lower) for 
faculty/school staff.  This is therefore a slight indication that job satisfaction is better in 
the faculty/school environment within the four case study universities.  This indication 
was carried through in the administrative responses for morale, in that the 
faculty/school responses showed the least number with low morale (centre 23% as 
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opposed to faculty/school 12.5%), although conversely there were slightly more central 
staff with high morale (centre 26% as against faculty/school 23%).  It was noticeable 
that the highest levels of job satisfaction for central staff were found in University C.  
This university’s central office was divided according to programmes rather than 
function for the  majority of services, which would enable a wider variety of skills to be 
used, and would also enable the staff to see the student administration from start to 
completion.   
 
The need to “see a job to completion” came high in the ranking of factors for job 
satisfaction in the questionnaire survey.  Top of the list was “good salary” and second 
was “recognition of managers”.   The full list of rankings is shown in Table 10.3.  As far 
as the presence of the top nine factors in the respondents’ jobs was concerned, 
Universities A and C had low instances for “good salary”, “recognition of managers” 
and “being given important projects”.  University B had fairly good rates for all with the 
lowest being for “good salary” and “being given important projects” at 44%.  At 
University D, there was a low rate for “good salary” and “being given important 
projects”.  Regarding the motivational value of salary, Handy (1978:152) pointed out 
that it only has an influence for a period of six weeks, and then the new pay becomes 
the new base line.  However low pay and low prestige (the latter was found at each 
university, particularly for central staff) could encourage staff to look for other 
employment, and new forms of reward structure are being introduced at some 
institutions following the recommendations of the NCIHE report (1998).  
 
A current theme for motivation quoted by the administrative questionnaire respondents 
was the satisfaction gained from helping students and academics, and in particular to 
see the students progress through to achieving their qualification. Section 10.6 argued 
that this is an intrinsic motivating factor for university administrators, so that these staff 
can gain increased satisfaction from their jobs provided that “demotivating” factors are 
not introduced, such as: 
 dividing up tasks by function, so that each person has largely repetitive work; 
 overloading of staff, so that they are unable to complete jobs satisfactorily; 
 inefficient database systems for computer records; 
 responsibility for tasks without the control over their correct completion; 
 distancing staff from the academics and students; 
 grouping people into large teams so that their individual role is not recognised. 
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An example of good practice which was noted in some of the case studies was the 
provision of opportunities to bring together the administrative staff from the central and 
divisional offices.  At University B this took the form of a quarterly seminar open to all 
senior administrators and managers with invited internal talks from such departments 
as Estates or Marketing, with a buffet lunch providing a networking opportunity.  This 
type of “non-exclusive” meeting can be a motivating factor for administrators who 
would normally be isolated in a school or faculty with no scope to compare practices 
across the schools/faculties.  It also makes the administrator feel “valued”, as well as 
providing a forum for improving practices and consultations on proposed changes. 
 
11.3   Contribution to the Body of Knowledge with regard to centralised and 
decentralised structures in university administration to allow informed decisions 
to be made by university management 
 
   Section 11.2 has concluded on the benefits of centralisation or decentralisation for 
administrative functions, and highlighted the dangers in each case.  It has shown that 
there are economies to be made by centralising certain practices, but there are also 
gains to be made, particularly in the student experience, from keeping a level of 
support in each faculty or school.  The key to an efficient and effective student 
administration therefore lies in being selective in the functions which are centralised, 
bearing in mind the need for a motivating job design which has the responsibility and 
the control of an administrative function at the same point.   
 
 By highlighting the areas where there may be duplication of work, demotivating 
circumstances or economies to be made, this study can inform the decisions made by 
university management to ensure the optimum structure for student administration.  
Towards this aim, a paper outlining some of the key findings of this research has been 
submitted to the Journal of Higher Education Policy & Management.  In one respect, 
there has already been evidence that the findings have had an influence, in that two of 
the case study universities have used the results for their institutions to reassess their 
administrative systems. 
 
In order to inform decisions of which functions should be centralised/decentralised, the 
following sections draw together the experiences of the case study institutions and 
highlight the practices which were considered by the academic questionnaire 
respondents to give the most efficient/effective service. 
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11.3.1 Student Records 
 Section 11.2.2 demonstrates that a strong central steer is needed to encourage the 
faculties/schools to give priority to a central database, rather than their own local 
databases.  This has in many cases involved taking out a layer of management, which 
has traditionally been 
   Centre  Faculty  School  
so that each school deals directly with the central administration.   
 
Having a reliable central database is a key requirement to bring universities into the 
“information age” as advocated by Gunn (1995).  This opens up the possibilities for 
many web-based facilities to give students ownership of their own records and facilitate 
enrolment and results distribution etc.  However it is important to give academics at 
least read-only access to this central database, and inform them about the facilities 
available. Since they tend to be overwhelmed with email messages and paperwork, it 
is not easy to ensure that they learn about new systems from routine information 
sources.  
 
So that the schools or faculties do not lose the flexibility of their local databases, there 
either needs to be an “idiot-proof” download/upload facility to take data from one 
system to another or an ability to incorporate all requirements into the central 
database.  It may be advisable to start off with the former and work towards the latter. 
 
For the input and maintenance of student information, it makes sense for the data to 
be input by the administrative or academic staff  who are closest to the source of the 
information.  This is usually the local school or faculty administrators, and may involve 
initial training.  It is also an advantage for the student to have limited access to update 
his/her own records, and the system at University H provided an example of how this 
can be done.  However a strong central steer can ensure that deadlines for input are 
adhered to. 
  
11.3.2 Admissions 
 This is an area where there appears to be a conflict between the BPR experts pressing 
to centralise and the academic staff wanting to have control over the students 
accepted for their classes.  Because of the HEFCE control over student numbers 
leading to penalties for under- or over-recruitment in many areas, it often requires a 
central steer to keep track of the number of offers made.  There is also a requirement 
for a central contact for UCAS and other admissions agencies.   
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From the diagram in Figure 10.7, it can be seen that University A and University B both 
have a largely centralised system, with the difference that at University A around 70% 
of the UCAS decisions are made by central administrative staff, and at University B 
approximately 90% of the decisions are currently made by school admissions staff.   
 
University C and University D had largely decentralised systems, with the central staff 
acting only as a distribution point for UCAS applications.  However University C was 
bringing in a more centralised system following their auditor’s advice. 
 
From the academic questionnaire responses, University B had the most “very good” 
votes (25%) and the least “unsatisfactory” (4%) votes.  University A, with the highly 
centralised system, received the most “unsatisfactory” votes (15%) and the least “very 
good” (7%) votes.  This reflects the dissatisfaction among academics that their control 
over their students has been diminished, taking away any possibility that student 
retention rates can be increased by an academic judgement of applications.  Similar to 
practices at University B, University H has devised a system to please both the BPR 
experts and the academics, by centralising the control but ensuring that each 
application is subject to an academic decision.  This University has also set up service 
level agreements which monitor turn-round times for the process. 
 
Where the admissions process was completely decentralised in a centre:faculty:school 
system at University D, there was a mixed rating from academics with both high 
satisfaction rates and high dissatisfaction rates, indicating the disparity in level of 
service between the faculties. 
 
One of the considerations for cost-efficiency is the value of academic time, since 
lecturers are usually paid much higher salaries than administrative staff.  As Finegold 
et al (1992: 149) point out: 
 
“It is important to remember that the contribution made by support staff … to the 
successful delivery of teaching and research is vital. … In future their role will be even 
more central to the delivery of high quality teaching and research.  Academic staff are 
likely, whatever the measures taken, to be a scarce resource … this means measures to 
provide academic staff with an adequate technical, clerical and administrative support 
infrastructure, so that more time can be spent on student contact and/or research.”  
 
 
 
 272 
 
The systems therefore which appear the most efficient and effective for the academic 
respondents are those which bring together a central control over standards and 
quantity of intake, together with an academic control over the calibre of student intake.  
Each subject area needs to be considered independently to see whether the decisions 
need to be completely academic or whether some can be delegated to administrative 
staff.  Because of the delays which can result when decisions are made at divisional 
level, there is a need to ensure reliable systems with fast turn-round times. 
 
11.3.3 Examinations Administration 
 Examinations administration is one of the areas where overheads can be reduced by a 
central coordination of examination rooms and invigilation, if circumstances permit.  
There are particular advantages from using central examination scheduling software 
integrated with the student record database.  It is also possible to increase security by 
centralising the printing of examination questions papers and by recording the receipt 
and collection of students’ scripts. 
 
 A source of complaint from academic respondents at all the case study universities 
was that academics are required to invigilate.  University H has taken steps to avoid 
this, and concurring with Finegold et al quoted in 11.3.2 they employ a cohort of 
temporary invigilators involving retired academics and other staff.  To back up this 
system, an academic has to be on call in case of any queries with the examination 
papers.  This is naturally an added expense for the university, but if it frees up 
academic time at a time when pressure for assessment results is high, then it could be 
justified. 
 
 One of the case study universities, University A, had centralised the examinations 
processes completely by having a central office which typed all the examination 
question papers and liaised with external examiners for comments, boards etc.  This 
system achieved the highest percentage of “very good” ratings from the academic 
questionnaire respondents and had no “unsatisfactory” ratings.  There were however 
some comments about the double-handling of question papers which were typed in the 
centre, but checked by the academics.  Where mistakes were found, this would involve 
a certain amount of “to-ing and fro-ing”.  When the central office is close at hand, this 
is acceptable, but would not be efficient with distant schools or faculties, particularly as 
examination question papers should not be trusted to the internal post. 
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 The systems at Universities B and C also received generally good ratings.  These were 
fairly centralised as shown in figure 10.9, but allowed the production of “camera-ready” 
papers in the schools, together with the liaison with external examiners.  Some of the 
academics at University A felt that they had lost contact with external examiners 
because of the highly centralised system, but this was avoided with the systems at 
University B and C. 
 
 The decentralised system at University D attracted diverse ratings, again reflecting the 
disparity of quality between the faculties. 
 
For the coordination of assessment boards, University A had elected to have a central 
control for both module and progression boards.  These were all serviced by the 
central administrative staff.  At universities B and H, the module boards were arranged 
in the schools or departments, and the progression decisions were ratified at a faculty 
board.  At universities C and D, both the module and progression boards were 
organised within the school or faculty.  There were no indications that any of these 
systems had particular advantages or disadvantages, although continuity for 
administrators in the servicing of set boards would provide better motivation. 
 
Of the four case studies, universities A and C have an advantage in that they have 
been in a position for several years to input assessment marks to the student records 
database.  With such a sophisticated system, it is possible for marks to be input and 
checked at school level, so that assessment board reports can be printed out either by 
central or school staff.  There are many advantages for all marks to be stored centrally.  
It avoids duplication of work in storing marks in local databases to prepare papers for 
assessment boards, which later need to be input into central records.  It also gives the 
possibility for all staff to access these records. 
 
The notification of results to students is resource-intensive, because it is difficult to 
print off standard letters which cover the situation for every student.  When the 
production of results letters is centralised, there is a danger of delays being caused by 
overloading the central staff, and also double-handling if these need to be checked by 
the school/faculty.  It can also lead to some duplication, because referral work may 
need to be sent out separately.  Universities are finding that the web can be used to 
distribute some types of results, keeping letters to a minimum.  From the comments 
received in the structured interviews with administrators, it was found that this area of 
work can be a source of demotivation or low morale if the control of the work is not with 
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the staff who receive the complaints for late or inaccurate letters.  Processing of results 
letters is therefore an area which could be centralised or decentralised, as long as the 
above factors are considered in the job design. 
 
11.3.4 Assignments Collection 
 A centralised system for the collection of assignments was in place at University A, 
and universities B, C and D all had decentralised systems, usually by hand-in to 
administrative staff but in some cases postal boxes were used.  The system which 
gained the most “very good” ratings in the academic responses, and the least 
“unsatisfactory” responses is the one at University B.  This university had a structure 
with smaller schools which perhaps give a more personal service.  The long queues 
and the mass procedures were seen as disadvantages for the centralised system at 
University A, and if advances could be made, for example with bar coding systems, 
this would reduce the resources required. 
 
 The important criteria for a good service according to the academic responses were 
minimum queuing, student-friendly and flexible arrangements for part-time students, as 
well as having scripts available for easy collection immediately after the deadline. 
 
11.3.5 Enrolment/Registration 
 According to McGee and Chandler (1998:42), the processes for enrolment or 
registration can present the best opportunities for process re-engineering and 
customer service gains, particularly as enrolments used 53% of administrative 
resources at the universities in the Australian study. 
 
 At the universities in the present case study, three used a centralised system and one 
used a completely decentralised system.  Only University A uses a fully electronic 
system for enrolment, with the others mainly manual.  From the academic ratings of 
efficiency, University B received the best overall rating, with no “unsatisfactory” 
responses.  The centralised electronic system was rated unsatisfactory by 48%.  The 
comments on the totally electronic enrolment concerned the lack of flexibility for non-
standard programmes, the frequent problems with the equipment, as well as the long 
queues and inaccurate records produced.  For the manual centralised enrolment, the 
disadvantages related to form-filling fatigue, time wasted, and long queues.  At 
University H, it was considered that they had improved the efficiency of their electronic 
enrolment process by: 
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 using manual enrolment for returning students; 
 having a member of staff assisting each student at the terminals; 
 establishing a service agreement aiming to keep each student’s total enrolment 
time below 1 hour, although this is not always possible. 
 
The administrative staff at University H aim to provide class lists by the end of the 
registration week for 95% of the records available, and this usually increases to 98% 
by the first week of the semester.   
 
The academics in the questionnaire surveys gave considerable importance to the 
speed with which they could acquire an accurate class list, as well as to the 
inconvenience caused to the student.   This is one of the advantages expected from 
electronic enrolment, but there was dissatisfaction on this point at University A.  One 
reason for this may be due to the number of  students changing modules after 
enrolment, and a recommendation from McGee and Chandler (1998:43) was to charge 
a fee for post-enrolment changes. 
 
The use of the internet and “smart systems” has enabled improvements at the 
University of Melbourne.  McGee and Chandler (1998:44) reported that the “enrolment 
of students is now conducted largely off-campus, except for new students”. 
 
11.4 Summary and Recommendations 
 This research has made a comparison of English university administration systems to 
ascertain the reasons and the influences involved in centralisation and decentralisation 
of student administrative functions, and to contribute to the body of knowledge in this 
field. 
 
 It was found that a frequently cited reason for centralisation was to gain economies of 
scale.  From an analysis of the staffing at each case study, there were no apparent 
differences in the levels of staffing for either centralised or decentralisation structures, 
but it was shown that there are gains in overheads to be made by coordinating certain 
operations, for example examination rooms, printing stationery etc.  However it was 
pointed out that there were more savings available from improving retention of 
students.  Care should be taken to ensure that administrative staff are in a position to 
give the appropriate support to students considering withdrawal, otherwise any savings 
made by centralising processes could be offset by losses in student funding. 
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  A further key factor in university administrative structure was discovered to be the 
student record database.  There was a tendency for the most sophisticated and 
reliable systems to be found in those universities which had some degree of 
centralisation, particularly those which had a flatter structure, eliminating the middle 
layer between the central registry and the smaller academic divisions usually called 
schools or departments.  Where the database is able to perform all the requirements 
of examinations scheduling, enrolment and assessment, it can reduce the amount of 
resources required for these functions.  However it is also important that the data is 
trustworthy and accessible for all administrative and academic staff involved.  From the 
survey of academic staff, there was an indication that the academic perception of 
efficiency for the student record system rose in proportion to the accessibility to the 
records for those staff, possibly because this gave them the opportunity for constant 
monitoring of the data. 
 
Some of the expected benefits from centralisation, such as eliminating double-handling 
and duplication, were found to be valid for some processes, but could makes others 
more difficult.  It was therefore necessary to be selective in the processes chosen for 
centralisation. 
 
For the student experience, there were indications that decentralisation of some 
processes improved the service to students, particularly for assignment collection.  
The mass processes and conveyor-belt systems for centralised enrolment were 
considered to be an unwelcoming student experience.  There was also the view that 
student administrative support at the school or faculty level provided a more friendly 
and supportive environment for students, while a central administration could be 
intimidating.  However, a “one-stop-shop” could avoid students being sent from 
department to department to solve their queries. 
 
There was no evidence that either centralisation or decentralisation improved the 
career structure for administrators.  There was also no connection shown between 
administrative structure and such factors as origin of university, number of students or 
the number and type of academic divisions.  However there were indications that the 
standardisation of regulations and practices is easier when there is a strong central 
steer. 
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The macro study showed that it is not essential to have a totally centralised system for 
the administration of complex modular schemes, although there is a need for some 
form of coordination.  Many universities followed the policy that the school or faculty 
hosting the most modules in a student’s degree, would administer the programme. The 
more complicated the combinations of modules available, the more difficult it becomes 
to administer in a completely decentralised process, particularly with regard to 
examination scheduling. 
 
For some institutions there were physical restrictions to the options available for 
administrative structure, in that a university with remote campuses is difficult to 
administer from a completely centralised system.  It could also happen that 
adjustments for staff constraints or redundancies would favour a certain type of 
system, as was demonstrated with the centralised structure at University H. 
 
This study particularly investigated the motivation engendered by particular 
administrative structures, and in the four case study universities the lowest job 
satisfaction and morale was shown to be with the most centralised university.  
However this cannot be seen as conclusive that centralisation is synonymous with 
demotivation, as West (1999:117) reported that the centralised administration at the 
University of Sheffield had reaped benefits in “customer service and satisfaction, along 
with enhanced staff morale and motivation”.  It was found that there is an intrinsic 
motivating factor for university administrators, with the satisfaction gained from helping 
students and academics and in particular to see the students progress through to 
achieving their qualification. Whichever structure is chosen, it was considered to be 
important to keep this factor within the job design, ensuring that demotivating factors 
such as repetition, overloading, responsibility without control and lack of recognition 
are not introduced.  In view of the possible benefits for improved productivity, 
increased efficiency and reduced costs, it was worthwhile to ensure that job design 
takes these factors into account.  This was demonstrated at University C, where the 
highest levels of job satisfaction were found for central staff. The teams in this central 
registry were divided according to programmes rather than function, enabling a wider 
variety of skills to be used and the ability to see a student’s administration from start to 
completion. 
 
The key recommendation from the results of this research is that university 
management should be selective in the processes which it chooses to centralise or 
decentralise, keeping the need for a motivating job design at the forefront of any 
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strategy.  By maximising the savings to be gained in overheads whilst at the same time 
ensuring that retention of students is not adversely affected, efficiency gains can be 
made without losing effectiveness.  The retention of students should take a higher 
profile with universities, with the consideration of training for administrators in this area. 
 
To provide a sound base for any administrative structure, the student records database 
needs to be as sophisticated as possible, ensuring reliability of data and the wide-
ranging access for authorised academic and administrative staff.  Previous research 
had indicated that enrolment is the most resource-intensive of administrative 
processes, so the web-based and off-campus methods should be incorporated as 
much as possible for returning students.  This is an area where further research could 
bring savings and improve the student experience. University H had found benefits 
from providing a one-to-one assistance for new students at registration terminals to 
ensure reliability of data at enrolment. 
 
In a comparison of overall efficiency, it was shown in Figure 10.1 that the student 
administration was perceived by the academic questionnaire respondents to be more 
efficient in an almost direct relationship to the degree of centralisation, with the highest 
efficiency rating given to the most decentralised structure.  When the efficiency was 
considered by each individual process, the results gave a different preference for the 
administrative functions.  Figure 11.1 shows the estimated distribution of functions for 
each administrative process which received the highest ratings in the academic 
questionnaire survey of the case study universities.  However it should be noted that 
this only indicates the practices which have been found to work most effectively in the 
circumstances prevailing at the case study universities.   
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Figure 11.1: Most highly-rated Administrative Systems (Academic Perception) 
from the Case Study Universities 
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As shown in Figure 11.1, a “midway” structure with each process considered according 
to the circumstances and needs of the university is recommended.  This was found to 
be the practice of the largest number of universities in the macro study, with 19 (44%) 
choosing a “midway” structure, 11 (26%) choosing a centralised structure, and 13 
(30%) choosing to decentralise the administration.  This has the advantage of leaving 
enough administrative staff in the schools or faculties to provide a supportive 
infrastructure for students and academics, whilst at the same time allowing benefits 
from the coordination of a reliable student database and gaining economies from a 
central coordination to maximise the use of resources.   
 
The study demonstrated how difficult it is to assess the expenditure on student 
administration, especially because the collection of statistics by HEFCE and HESA 
concentrate on academic expenditure and only request data on central administrative 
resources.  This could bring confusing results because a centralised administration will 
show higher costs for administration than a decentralised university since the majority 
of its administrative staff are employed centrally.  A major HEFCE-funded research 
project (Casu and Thanassoulis 2003) used these statistics, arguing that departmental 
administrators carry out a different type of work.  However Figure 10.1 has shown that 
the same administrative duties can vary from being a central responsibility to a 
faculty/school responsibility.  It is therefore recommended that the collection of 
statistics for administrative resources should be reformed to allow comparisons to be 
made. 
 
In conclusion, there appears to be a constant conflict between the needs for 
administrative efficiency gains and the requirements for academic effectiveness. The 
results of this study have given an insight into the effects of centralising or 
decentralising the various administrative processes.  It is hoped that, by being selective 
and considering the needs of both cultures as highlighted in this study, university 
management will be able to reach the optimum performance level for student 
administration. 
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11.5 Reflections on the Research Methodology 
It was noted in Chapter 1 that the research methods would involve a variety of 
methods, collecting both quantitative and qualitative data, and spread over two main 
collection phases, the Macro Stage and the Case Studies.  
 
The Macro Stage involved a questionnaire survey of English universities, together with 
structured interviews and reference to Government statistics and records.  The 
questionnaire proved particularly effective, bringing a high response rate which was 
possibly due to the personally-addressed covering letter for each University Registrar.  
The quality and quantity of the information from the responses made it possible to gain 
an overall perspective of student administrative systems across English universities, 
together with data for the identification of factors which were influencing structure. 
 
For the case studies, similar methods were used, but it was not possible at this stage 
to address the questionnaires personally because of the numbers involved.  This may 
have been one reason why the response rate was lower particularly for academic staff, 
however it may also be due to their high workloads.  
 
The possibilities for triangulation between qualitative and quantitative data were 
discussed in Chapter 1, and the ability to validate results by cross-referencing 
information was found to be especially useful.  An example of this was evident in 
section 11.2.2 when the results from the macro study regarding the sophistication of 
student record databases were compared to those from the case studies, supporting 
the results.  This triangulation, used to compare results from the two stages of the 
research and those of previous research, gave confirmation that the research 
methodology used had been robust and effective. 
 
11.6 Further Work 
 This research highlighted two areas which would benefit from further research or 
examination. 
 
 Firstly, the role of the administrator in the retention of students warrants further study, 
in particular to inform the types of training which are needed to ensure that 
administrative staff are aware of the role which they can play.  It was shown in section 
10.8 that universities are losing millions of pounds because students leave in their first 
year of study, so this is an area where investigation could reap benefits. There is also 
a need to examine how the cooperation between the academics and the administrators 
could be improved in order to provide a supportive environment for students. 
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 Secondly there needs to be a review of the types of statistics collected by universities, 
whether for their own information or for official statistical requirements.  When the 
Government is pressing for efficiency gains, it is necessary to be able to distinguish 
between technical staff, research administrators and student administrators in each 
area of work in order to assess whether one system or structure is more efficient.  
There may also be other areas where the lack of data is hindering the identification of 
efficient structures, and there would be benefits in researching the categories of data 
and the methods of collection. 
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Appendix C removed for copyright reasons 
APPENDIX D 
 
STATEMENT OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 
 
 
1 Questionnaire Objectives 
 
The objectives of the questionnaire were as follows: 
 
 to find out the level of centralisation/decentralisation of student administration 
services in English universities; 
  
 to establish factors which may influence the structure of student administration 
services, eg 
   
  - modular scheme administration 
  - central computer records systems 
  - number of sites 
  - university academic structure 
  - number of students 
 
 to identify the advantages and disadvantages of the types of administrative 
structure; 
  
 to identify trends of changes in administrative structure. 
 
 
2 Questionnaire Responses 
 
From the 69 English universities surveyed, 47 questionnaires were returned, ie 68%.  Of 
these, five respondents had not completed the key question B5, regarding the level of 
centralisation of student administration. 
 
3 Statement of Results by Question 
 
3.1 Question A1:  What type of academic divisions are used at your University? 
 The majority of respondents (51%) use a faculty structure, with schools taking 29% of the 
section.  However 12% had a mixture of types of divisions, using, for example, faculties, 
schools and departments as separate divisions, in some cases with a matrix structure 
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 The results are shown in Figure A1 below. 
 
Figure A1: Type of Academic Divisions
in English Universities
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3.2 Question A2:  How many of these academic divisions are there? 
Figure A2
Number of Academic Divisions
Total number of divisions x occurrences in English Universit ies
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 As shown in Figure A2 above, most respondents had less than 10 divisions, but 
particularly where there was a mixture of types of division, the number rose above 20. 
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3.3 Question A3:  Are any of these divisions sub-divided? 
 The majority of respondents (78%) had sub-divisions.  The number of sub-divided 
sections is shown in Figure A3 below. 
Figure A3
Number of Universities with Sub-divisions
Number of  Sub-divided A cademic Divisions x occurrence
Use of Sub-divisions in English Universities
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3.4 Question A4:  Are there any significant differences in your academic structure to the 
example shown below? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The responses were as follows: 
VICE-CHANCELLOR 
 PRO VICE-CHANCELLORS 
CHANCELLOR 
CHANCELLOR 
 ACADEMIC DIVISIONS 
ACADEMIC SUB-DIVISIONS 
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Figure A4: Type of Academic Structure
in relation to the Example used
12.8%
34.0%
53.2%
Major Differences
Minor Differences
Same
 
 
3.5 Question A5:  Is the management control (ie budget, staffing, strategy etc) of the 
academic divisions mainly centralised or decentralised? 
 
Figure A5: Management Control of Academic Divisions
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3.6 Question A6:  How many main campuses does the University cover? 
Figure A6: Number of Campuses
Number of Campuses: Occurrences
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3.7 Question A7:  Does the University operate modular academic programmes with cross-
divisional combinations? 
 Only 8.5% of the respondents did not offer this type of modular programme.  Figure A7 
shows the results. 
Figure A7: Universities offering Modular Academic
Programmes with Cross-divisional Combinations
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3.8 Question B1: Please indicate where the position of Registrar (or equivalent) fits into 
the above academic structure. 
 The following responses were received: 
 Reports to Vice Chancellor level  - 35 respondents 
 Reports to the Deputy Vice Chancellor - 3 respondents 
 Reports to Pro Vice Chancellor level - 6 respondents 
 In some cases, there was both a University Secretary or Bursar and an Academic 
Registrar. 
  
 3.9 Question B2: Which staff have access to the central Student Computer  
   Records 
  
        This question examined the extent to which academic and administrative staff have 
access to the central Computer Information System.  The results have been divided into 
four sections: 
  
 academic staff with read-only access 
 academic staff with read and write access 
 administrative staff with read-only access 
 administrative staff with read and write access 
  
        From Figures B2a and B2b, it can be seen that hardly any academic staff have “write-
access” to the central Student Computer Records, although in 37 universities some 
academic staff had read-only access. 
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Figure B2a:  Academic Staff with Read Only
Access to the Student Computer Records
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Figure B2b:  Academic Staff with Read & Write
Access to the Student Computer Records
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Figure B2c: Administrative Staff with Read Only
Access to Student Computer Records
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Figure B2d: Administrative Staff with Read & Write
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From Figures B2c and B2d, it can be seen that most administrative staff have some form 
of access to the Student Record System in the majority of universities, with a high 
proportion having read and write access. 
 
 
3.10 Question B3:  Which of the following facilities are provided by the central Student 
Computer Record System? 
 
 The facilities listed on the questionnaire are: 
 
Awards/Conferments (36)  Examinations Timetabling (20) 
Examination Marks Input (34) Examination Board Reports (27) 
Student Fee Payment Records (39) Admissions (39) 
Course Structure Framework (34) Record of Assignments Receipt (9) 
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Figure B3a:  Facilities provided by the
Central Student Computer Record System
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Additional facilities named by respondents included electronic enrolment of students, 
lecture theatre timetabling, staff employment records, payroll and finance. 
 
 
3.11 Question B4: What central student administration departments does the University 
have? 
 
The departments listed in the questionnaire are: 
 
 Admissions (43)   Awards (31) 
 Overseas Student Admin (40)  Research Student Admin (40) 
 Student Enquiry Office (34)  Modular Programme Admin (28) 
 Examinations Admin (40) 
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Figure B4a: Central Student Administration Depts
Number of Central Student Administration Depts
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 Other departments named by respondents were Access, Careers, Timetabling, 
Postgraduate, Student Records, Student Relations, Student Welfare, Appeals, Student 
Finance, Planning, Employment Bureau, Quality and Validation. 
 
 
3.12 Question B5: Which of the following services are performed centrally, and which at 
divisional level? 
 
 Respondents were requested to estimate the percentage of the task undertaken 
centrally/divisionally.  The estimates have been compiled below to show the positioning 
favoured by the majority of institutions for each function. 
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 1.  Admissions 
 
Figure B5a:  Admissions Services
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 The majority of universities estimated that admissions services were divided 50:50 
between central and divisional staff. 
 
 2.  Enrolment of Students 
 
Figure B5b:  Enrolment Services
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 The enrolment of students is mostly seen to be a central function, or 50:50. 
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 3. Maintenance of Student Files 
 
Figure  B5c: Maintenance of Student Files
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 Most respondents felt that the service was 50% central./50% divisional. 
 
  
 4.  Receipt of assignments from students 
Figure B5d: Assignment Collection Service
Degree of Centralisation
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 The collection of assignments was seen by most respondents as a divisional function. 
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 5.  Recording assessment marks on student computer records (if applicable) 
 
Figure B5e: Input of Assessment Marks
Degree of Centralisation
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 The majority of respondents recognised this as a divisional function. 
 
 6.  Examination Administration 
 
Figure B5f:  Examination Administration
Degree of Centralisation
0%12%25%50%62%75%87%100%M issing
C
ou
nt
12
10
8
6
4
2
0
 
 
 The administration for examinations is reported as mostly a central function, with the 
majority of respondents having a 50:50 operation. 
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 7.  Assessment/Examination Board Minuting and Servicing 
 
Figure B5g:  Assessment/Exam Board Servicing
Degree of Centralisation
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 This was seen as chiefly a divisional function. 
 
8.  Maintenance of Student Computer Records 
Figure B5h: Maintenance of Student Computer
Records
Degree of Centralisation
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 Computer records were mainly a central function, but the majority of respondents split 
the service 50:50. 
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 9.  Administration of Modular Programmes (if applicable) 
 
Figure B5i: Administration of Modular
Programmes
Degree of Centralisation
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 The majority of respondents did not give an estimate for the administration of modular 
programmes, which indicates that there is no separate adminstrative function for this.  Of 
those who did respond, the function is mainly performed 50:50. 
 
 
10.  Administration of programme/course validations 
Figure B5j:  Administration for Validation
of Programmes
Degree of Centralisation
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 The administration of programme/course validations is mainly a central function  for 
most respondents. 
 
 11. Administration for overseas students 
Figure B5k:  Administration for Overseas
Students
Degree of Centralisation
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 Most respondents found this function to be a central function, with a large proportion 
assessing a 50:50 split. 
 
 
 12.  Administration for research students 
 
Figure B5l:  Administration for Research
Students
Degree of Centralisation
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 This was mainly seen as a 50:50 function, but more respondents showed it as a central 
function than divisional. 
 
 13.  Student enquiries, re course/programmes 
 
Figure B5m:  Dealing with Student Enquiries
Degree of Centralisation
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 The majority of respondents reported this to be 50:50 split between central and divisional. 
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 14. Degree of Centralisation 
 
From the estimation of centralisation in question B5, it is possible to apply values to each 
response to reflect the degree of centralisation, in the following way. 
 
The midway point between central/divisional is designated the value 0.  The other points 
are valued as follows: 
 
 
100% central    75% central     Midpoint 75% divisional  100% divisional 
   25% divisional      50:50    25% central 
         -2                     -1                    0            +1     +2 
 
 
 By taking each university’s responses to the nearest quarter, the sum of the values can be 
used as an indication of the degree of centralisation of student administration. 
 
 
 The values from this exercise can be applied to a graph as follows: 
 
 
Table B5n 
OCCURRENCES OF CENTRALISED/DECENTRALISED STRUCTURES 
0
2
4
6
8
10
12
100% 88% 75% 62% 50% 38% 25% 12% 0%
 
                                 centralised                        decentralised          
 
 
 
The number of universities each side of the midway point is almost equal, with 18 closer 
to centralised, 21 closer to decentralised, and four exactly midway.  However there is a 
distinct difference in distribution, with none being totally decentralised, whereas there are 
some institutions very close to being completely centralised. 
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3.13 Question B6 and B7:  Please give 3 advantages and disadvantages of your present 
administrative structure: 
 
 Please note that the responses do not refer directly to centralisation or decentralisation, 
but relate to the existing structure of the University. 
 
 The advantages given by universities on the “centralised” side (more than 62% 
centralised in table B5n above) are as follows: 
 
1. It is probably cheaper and more consistent than a decentralised system.(2) 
 2. Easy provision of management information. 
 3. Good links with finance systems. 
 4. Provides financial incentives. 
 5. Security of data. 
 6. Staff know it well! 
7. Proper career structure and accountability for admin staff - respect as a service 
function. 
8. Much better systems for ensuring implementation of university policies and 
procedures and for equal treatment of students within overall regulations. 
9. Vastly superior records, data, control, efficiency of operation, MIS, accountability 
etc. etc. 
 10. Management control. 
 11. Efficient - less duplication of specialist tasks./ Economies of scale. (2) 
 12. Centres of expert knowledge available to all. 
13. Supports cross-divisional constructions with modular degree programme (ie 
where students do not have a ‘home school’. 
 14. Consistency of administrative procedures. 
 15. Consistency of service to ‘customers’. 
 16. Accessibility. 
 17. Freeing of academics from administrative ‘burdens’ 
 
 
 The disadvantages are: 
 
 1. Records not always up to date. 
 2. Unclear ownership of data. 
 3. Postgraduate admissions inadequately centralised. 
 4. Too much duplication of data - centre and schools/depts. 
 5. Not enough data picked up directly from students. 
 6. Not timely. 
7. School-based staff are not managed by professional administrators and can 
become deskilled and isolated. 
8. Lack of career development for school-based staff. 
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9. Extra effort required in demonstrating profiessional nature of academic 
administration and in forming working relationships with some academic staff. 
10. No focussed student enquiry service. 
11. No focus for strategic marketing/market research. 
 12. No line management control of admin staff in schools. 
 13. Lack of ownership of problems at school level. 
 14. Split of centre v schools - jealousy and competition. 
 15. Duplication between central and school admin of non-modular students. 
16. Inflexibility of central resources - constrains response to shifts in course 
provision. 
17. Perceived lack of personal services to students. 
18. Lack of trust from Deans of School (some) 
19. Some overlap of function between campus registry/central units. 
 
 The advantages given by universities to the “decentralised” side, ie less than 38% 
centralised in the table B5n above, are: 
 
1. It allows easy access by students to some of the processes that concern them most 
directly. 
2. It allows services to be tailored to meet the needs of individual 
faculties/department. 
3. Communication between academic and administrative staff, is easier in a 
devolved environment. 
4. It works. 
5. Devolved power = devolved responsibility = local “ownership”. (2) 
6. Supported by ‘one-only’ database (all sharing same data). 
7. Allows for economies of scale for some tasks executed at ‘centre’. 
8. It places emphasis on matters being resolved at as local a level as possible. 
9. Ease of access to students and staff ie go to local dept office. 
10 Located close to students. 
11. No office too large to build up a sense of belonging. 
12. Healthy competition. 
13. Unitary administration. 
14. Proactive administration with reasonable freedom. 
15. Entry/maintenance of student data at closest point to student for enhanced 
accuracy and reliability. 
16. Helps corporate adhesion. 
17. Provides checks and balances. 
18. Enables staff to build up experience for career development. 
19. It’s flexible. 
20. It’s responsive. 
21. It is familiar and understood. 
22. It is student-centred, with a ‘one-stop’ shop - support at campus level. 
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 The disadvantages are: 
 
1. Expertise in complex processes is dispersed and vulnerable to staff change or 
prolonged illness. 
2. It is much more difficult to maintain consistency and fairness in the treatment of 
students/applicants. 
3. Inefficient use of resources. 
 4. Creates barriers. 
5. Could be more customer-responsive (presently re-structuring to achieve this.) 
6. Lack of consistency and uniformity. 
7. Confusing. 
8. Lack of university-wide direction/leadership in field of admin. 
9. Expensive - duplication of facilities. 
10. Isolationist. 
11. Difficult to bring together those doing similar jobs on all campuses. 
12. Too many small units based in schools, leading to diseconomies and 
inefficiencies. 
13. Insufficient central and corporate direction of administrative activity. 
14. Academic time wasted on wide range of administrative and committee functions 
because of large number of schools. 
15. Can confuse. 
16. Relies heavily on computer systems. 
17. Is challenging for junior staff. 
18. It’s fragmented. 
19. Some academic staff fell disenfranchised, rendered powerless. 
20. Academic Board is dominated by managers. 
21. Too much power is concentrated centrally. 
22. It is not as effective or efficient as it could be. 
23. There is duplication of effort. 
24. Integrity of data is sometimes problematic. 
25. Devolution within a single university structure cannot be full/complete and it is 
inevitable tensions exist between centralised finance management and devolved 
budget management systems. 
 
 
 The advantages given by universities around the midway point, ie 38% to 62% centralised 
in the table B5n above, are: 
 
 1.  Balance between centralisation and decentralisation. (2) 
 2.  ..... overhead costs. 
 3.  Clearer lines of responsibility 
 4.  Easy provision of management information. 
 5. Flexibility (2) 
 6. Devolved budgeting has worked well for schools. 
 7. Sufficient central involvement for strategic planning.  
8. Supports academic departments and colleges as frontline providers of service. 
9. Low percentage spent on admin support. 
10. Clear lines of responsibility. 
11. Cost effective, appropriate, committed. 
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12. Maximises opportunities for teamwork. 
13. Moving to a single IT system for the whole university. 
14. Maximises the opportunity to devolve responsibility to the effective point. 
15. Easy to manage and control. 
16. Flat structure - minimal hierarchy. 
17. It places responsibility for assigning tasks at the most appropriate level. 
18. It focusses expertise, where it is necessary to do so. 
19. Strong central control of some functions. 
20. Recognises scale and complexity of  the university. 
21. Central control - higher standards of performance. 
22. Fewer staff needed at centre. 
23. Local input of data essential. 
24. Strengthened by appointment of professional administrators for new schools. 
25. Unitary central admin headed by univ. secretary - better integration. 
26. Coherent annual admin strategic planning/funding process. 
27. Reflects historic patterns of activity with which staff are familiar. 
28. Academic office covers all aspects of student academic administration. 
29. Good informal collaboration and co-ordination. 
 
 
 The disadvantages are: 
 
 1.  Fragmentation of the organisation 
 2.  Duplication of resource bases 
3. The independent departments, where small, have difficulty in performing all 
tasks. 
4. Difficult to manage so many departments and colleges. 
5. Communications difficult. 
6. Difficult to ensure common procedures being followed. 
7. Dual reporting in some cases. 
8. Cost. 
9. Still need to eliminate repetitive manual tasks. 
10. Process inefficiency can arise dur to departments “doing their own thing”. 
11. Staff identify with departments rather than the university as a whole. 
12. Too many functions operate remotely from schools. 
13. The division of responsibility may not be obvious to someone who is outside the 
‘inner circle’. 
14. It is over-reliant on low turnover of key staff who hold critical positions. 
15. Duplication > errors. 
16. Student systems not properly integrated. 
17. Line management can tend to blame centre/school. 
18. Too small for full scale admin development - progression, job transfer etc. 
19. Neither students nor staff have a ‘one-stop’ shop, eg fees and salaries are dealt 
with through the Bursar’s department. 
20. Development of the MAC Oracle system has been slow.  Potentially this will 
afford greater flexibilility and sharing of data between centre and departments. 
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3.14 Question B8: Are there any improvements you would like to see to improve the existing 
administrative structure? 
 
 The responses given by universities on the “centralised” side (more than 62% centralised 
in table B5n above) are as follows: 
 
1. Probably not, the most important change has recently taken place, viz the giving 
of real executive and budgetary authority to Faculty Deans. 
2. Ensuring all data input at point of ownership, thereby freeing central staff for 
policy assistance to Deans. 
3. More professional links between school-based and centrally-based admin staff - 
recognition of one professional administration serving the university, first and 
foremost by supporting the different academic and student activities. One 
structure, appraisal and development system. 
4. Accountability of academic staff. 
5. Devolve all admin of non-modular students to schools (centre currently maintains 
personal and enrolment records while school maintains programme and 
assessment records) - access to ‘write’ facilities of central student computer 
records necessary. 
 
 
 The responses given by universities to the “decentralised” side, ie less than 38% 
centralised in the table B5n above, are: 
 
 1. Creation of a professional unitary administration for the university. 
2. Reduction in number of Schools and hence less dissipation of administrative 
support; pooling of school activities with larger groupways, leading to greater 
efficiency and standardisation and sharing of good practice. 
3. More dialogue between centre and divisions. 
4. The structure is under review. 
 
 
 The advantages given by universities around the midway point, ie 38% to 62% centralised 
in the table B5n above, are: 
 
1. Improvement of linkages between fractional units in order to improve 
effectiveness and efficiency. 
2. Review of independent departments (but need to be careful not to prevent growh 
of new activities by making monolithic schools). 
3. Difficult given the historic relationship between admin as a support service and 
academic departments in an ‘old’ university. 
4. It is currently under review. 
5. Integrated IT systems. 
6. Could be more customer-responsive. 
7. Structure to be re-aligned to provide effective support to key processes. 
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8. More devolution, more streamlining/less overlap, more robust line management. 
9. Merge Personnel and Salaries:  Incorporate student fee collection into Academic 
Office. 
 
 
 
3.15 Question B9: Have there been any major changes to the administrative structure in the 
last 3 years? 
 
Figure B9: Changes to Structure
within last 3 years
No changes
Changes
M issing
 
 There were 34 universities who had made major changes to their administrative structures 
in the last 3 years?  Eleven universities had made no changes. 
 
 The changes were described as follows: 
 
1. Major decentralisation programme placing admin functions on campuses rather at 
centre. 
2. Movement towards decentralisation. 
3. The growth of the External Relations are, and its transfer from the Registrar to the 
Pro Vice Chancellor. 
4. Academic Office formed July 1997.  Faculty Office of previous academic 
secretary’s office centralised and now managed in conjunction with most other 
student services via academic registrar. 
5. 15 schools of study replaced by 4 faculties and 16 departments in 1997. 
6. Devolved management to schools.  Full review of central services. 
7. Moved from a faculty-based structure reporting to a small central Registry to a 
school-based structure with student admin centralised and school-based staff 
supporting the academic staff and school activities but not being involved with 
student admin. 
8. Reduced role for faculties and internal centralisation in 1993/4. 
9. From subject faculties to functional faculties from 1998/9. We also have a new 
Academic Secretary who has undertaken a review of the Divisions. 
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10. New role of Registrar and Secretary implemented June 1997 to bring together 
Senate and Council administration under a new government structure.  Academic 
Registrar now reports to Registrar and Secretary. 
11. Reporting line changes, delayering. 
12. Departmentalisation. 
13. Major reconstruction in 1997, leading to establishment of two divisions 
(Academic and Resources) instead of one, but the one division had replaced a 
much flatter structure not long before.  We have sought to delayer and establish 
better accountability. 
14. Introduction of management teams for Administration; Academic Development; 
External Affairs; Estates Services; Residential and Commercial Services. 
15. Academic and administration functions brought together. 
16. Introduction of modular science and modular scheme office, introduction of 
Central Admissions Unit. 
17. Two reviews following a reducation of senior managers from 6 to 4. 
18. Centralisation, service level agreements etc. 
19. Move from 6 faculties and 29 schools to 8 schools (no faculties). 
20 Specialised functions are now delivered through centrally-based faculty support 
teams. 
21. Creation of a Communications Division;  Reorganisation of Academic Division 
into 3 main offices. 
22. KPMG devolved management investigation- University action to resolve issues. 
23. The University is in the process of moving towards the establishment of schools 
which will gradually replace faculties and departments. 
24. Subdivision of old Registry Office into Admissions Office, Student 
Administrative Office and Systems Office.  Moved Research Admin from 
Academic Registry to Dean of Research. 
25. Retirement of Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Secretariat) and allocation of duties 
elsewhere in responsibility for services to Board of Governors to Registrar. 
26. University merged with Salford College of Technology in 1996 - led to major 
restructuring of faculties and administrative structure. 
27. Introduction of local (School) input of student data. 
28. Major re-organisation of several departments involving IT, Computing, Student 
Records. 
29. Abolition of faculty level offices, centralisation of most work. 
30. Academic reorganisation including dissolution of faculties and advent of schools.  
New resource allocation methodology. 
31. The Academic Registry was formed in September 1996.  This brought together a 
number of functions including the management of the SR and course approvals.  
In January 1998 a new SR system was purchased and its implementation and 
operation is likely to support further changes in the administrative structure, both 
centrally and at academic unit level. 
32. Incorporation of academic planning within the Academic Office. 
33. Major academic and administrative reorganisation in summer 1997 from faculty 
to campus structure, with greater devolution of finance and computing systems. 
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3.16 Question B10: Has any form of Business Process Re-engineering been undrtaken to 
examine or improve the administrative structure? 
 
Figure B10:  Use of BPR in English Universities
Not used
BPR used
M issing
 
16 universities had used some form of Business Process Re-engineering compared with 
25 who had not. 
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24 February 2003 
 
 
 
To:  Administrative Staff 
 
 
 
 
PhD Research Project 
 
 
I am making a study of student administration in Universities, as part of research for a PhD, and I 
would be very grateful if you could help me by completing the attached questionnaire, which 
should only take about 20-30 minutes.  I have permission from the Registrar’s Office to carry out 
this research. 
 
The research involves case studies of 4 universities, which will not be identified in the PhD 
document.  It is looking at the advantages and disadvantages of the different approaches to 
student administration, particularly centralisation and decentralisation.  This same questionnaire 
will be sent to staff in two other universities with different approaches to administration, as a 
comparison of systems with regard to motivation, efficiency etc, from an administrative point of 
view. 
 
All individual responses will be treated as confidential, and will only be used anonymously in 
summary form and for analyses. 
 
I hope you will be able to take part in this questionnaire survey, as every response will provide 
valuable information for my research.  It is also important to have a reasonable response rate to 
produce valid results. 
 
The return date can be extended if required, but it would be greatly appreciated if you could send 
the completed form to me by 17 March 2003.  Please return the forms in an envelope marked 
‘confidential’ and addressed to Hazel Glover, c/o Academic Registry. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
 
Hazel Glover 
 
Enc 
 
 
Contact Telephone No:  0115 846 6780 
Email: Hazel@cs.nott.ac.uk 
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Questionnaire for Administrative Staff    CONFIDENTIAL 
As part of PhD Research into Administrative Structure 
All information will be treated confidentially, and will only be used in summary form for the Research Report. 
 
Section A:  Position in Organisation 
 
A1. What admin functions best describe your area of work?  [Please choose up to 3 which are 
most relevant.] 
 
 Admissions    Examinations       Student Information   
 
 Student Files    Computer Records     Quality Assurance   
 
 Research      Modular Scheme       Library    
 
 General admin     WP/Secretarial       Committee admin   
  
 Other     Please state: ............................................................................   
 
A2. What type of job description best describes your position? 
 
 Admin Officer     Admin Manager      Deputy Admin Officer      Clerk/typist   
 
 Senior Admin Assistant    Admin Assistant    Secretary/PA  
  
Other     Please state: ............................................................................... 
 
 
Section B: Morale and Motivation 
 
B1 What elements of your job give you satisfaction? 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
B2 What elements of your job cause you dissatisfaction? 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
B3 When you compare the answers to B1 and B2, do you feel that you get more satisfaction 
or more dissatisfaction from your job? 
 
 More satisfaction    More dissatisfaction    About the same    
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B4 If it were possible, would you make any key changes to improve your personal work 
experience? 
 
 Yes               No    
 
 If so, what 2 changes would you like to see? 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
 Any other comments in this respect: ………………………….……………….. 
 
 …………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 …………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
B5 How would you rate the following in order of importance for job satisfaction.  If there is 
anything else which you would like to include, please add this in the space provided, and 
include it in the rating: 
 
 Insert (1) for the most important through to (13) or more for the least important.  Please 
avoid tied rankings wherever possible.   
 
 
 Description Rating 
1 =  important 
13 = unimportant 
a comfortable workplace  
b prestige  
c good salary  
d seeing a job to completion  
e recognition of managers  
f recognition of colleagues  
g being given important projects  
h having challenging projects  
i training  
j career prospects  
k title   
l achievable goals  
m Other, please state: 
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B6 Which of the following do you feel are present with your current job? 
 
 a.  comfortable workplace    g.  prestige   
 b.  good salary      h. seeing a job to completion   
 c.  recognition of managers    i. recognition of colleagues   
 d.  being given important projects   j.  having challenging projects   
 e.  training      k  career prospects   
 f.   appropriate title     l.  achievable goals   
 Other     as described in (5) above 
  
B7 How do you rate your morale in your current job? 
 
Low    Average     High    
 
Please give 2 key factors which are affecting your morale, as indicated above. 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
Section C:  Method of Working 
 
C1 Would you describe your primary working environment as within a central department or 
within a faculty, faculty department or school within the University: 
 
 Central   Faculty  Faculty-based Central Staff      
School/Faculty Department  Other   Please state: .......................................... 
 
C2 Are there any areas associated with your work which are performed at a Faculty/School 
level which you feel could be performed better from a central university department? 
 
 Yes   No    
 
C3 If the above answer is ‘yes’, please give details below:  
 
Area of work concerned How the work could be improved 
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C4 Are there any areas associated with your work which are performed at a central level 
which you feel could be performed better from the Faculty/School? 
 
 Yes   No   
 
C5 If the above answer is ‘yes’, please give details below:  
 
Area of work concerned How the work could be improved 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C6 Can you describe briefly any examples of good practice in the administrative systems and 
procedures in your department which you would like to share (continue on a separate 
sheet if necessary). 
  
......................................................................................................................... 
 
......................................................................................................................... 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
 ......................................................................................................................... 
 
  
C7 For the purposes of this research, centralised administration is defined as a university 
administrative system in which more than 50 percent of the student administration is 
performed in a central department rather than at school or a divisional level. 
 The University of Nottingham has a partly centralised student administration.  What 
advantages or disadvantages have you found with this form of administrative system? 
 
 …………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 …………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 …………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 …………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
 
Section D: Contact Details (Optional) 
 
D1 It would be helpful if you could give your name and contact number below: 
 
Name: ........................................................... Tel No: ..................................... 
 
 
Please return this form to Hazel Glover, c/o Academic Registry 
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24 February 2003 
 
To:  Academic Staff 
 
 
 
 
PhD Research Project 
 
 
I am making a study of student administration in Universities, as part of research for a PhD, and I 
would be very grateful if you could help me by completing the attached questionnaire which 
should only take about 20-30 minutes. I have permissions from the Registrar’s Office to carry out 
this research. 
 
The research involves case studies of 4 universities, which will not be identified in the PhD 
document.  It is looking at the advantages and disadvantages of the different approaches to 
student administration, particularly centralisation and decentralisation.  This same questionnaire 
will be sent to staff in three other universities with different approaches to administration, as a 
comparison of systems with regard to efficiency, effectiveness, resources required etc, from an 
academic point of view. 
 
All individual responses will be treated as confidential, and will only be used anonymously in 
summary form and for analyses. 
 
I hope you will be able to take part in this questionnaire survey, as every response will provide 
valuable information for my research.  It is also important to have a reasonable response rate to 
produce valid results. 
 
The return date can be extended if required, but it would be greatly appreciated if you could send 
the completed form to me by Monday 17 March 2003.  Please return the forms in an envelope 
marked ‘confidential’ and addressed to Hazel Glover, c/o Academic Registry. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
 
Hazel Glover 
 
Enc 
 
 
Contact Telephone No:  0115 846 6780 
Email: Hazel@cs.nott.ac.uk 
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Questionnaire for Academic Staff                            CONFIDENTIAL 
As part of PhD Research into Student Administration 
All information will be treated confidentially, and will only be used in summary form for the Research Report 
 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to assess the effectiveness for the School/Department of 
administrative systems and procedures from an academic viewpoint, identifying both areas of 
good practice and areas of concern. 
 
1. Admissions (ie dealing with student applications via UCAS etc) 
 
a) How would you rate the effectiveness of the administrative procedures and mechanisms 
currently in place for the admission of undergraduate students?  Please circle as 
applicable: 
Very good  Good  Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory    
 
b) Are you involved in the Admissions Process?           
 
  Yes   No      If No, please go to Question 2 
 
c) If the answer to (b) is YES, please give one advantage and one disadvantage to the 
School/Department of the current mainly decentralised administrative system for 
admissions, as opposed to a centralised system. 
  
Advantage:   …………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 Disadvantage:  ……….………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
d) Would you recommend any change(s) to improve the current system for undergraduate 
admissions?   
 
  Yes    No 
 
 If yes, please describe the change(s) you would recommend, and briefly why: 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
2. Student Registration/Enrolment (ie registering students on arrival) 
 
a) How would you rate the effectiveness for the School/Department of the administrative 
procedures and mechanisms currently in place for University registration of students?  Please 
circle as applicable: 
 
Very good  Good  Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory    
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b) Does your School/Department have its own enrolment procedures, separate to those 
within the University’s central arrangements? 
 
  Yes   No If No, please go to Question 3 
 
 If so, are you involved in the School/Department enrolment process?           
 
  Yes   No      If No, please go to Question 3 
 
c) If the answer to (b) is YES, please give one advantage and one disadvantage for the 
School/Department of the current partly central and partly decentralised administrative 
system for registration and enrolment of students. 
  
Advantage:  .…………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 Disadvantage: …………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
d) Would you recommend any change(s) to improve the current system for 
registration/enrolment?  
 
  Yes    No 
 
 If yes, please describe the change(s) you would recommend, and briefly why: 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
3. Assignment Collection (ie receipt of assessments from students and distribution to 
academics) 
 
a) How would you rate the effectiveness for the School/Department of the administrative 
procedures and mechanisms currently in place for the collection of assignments?  Please circle as 
applicable: 
 
Very good  Good  Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory    
 
b) Are you involved in the process for Assignment Collection?           
 
  Yes   No      If No, please go to Question 4 
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c) If the answer to (b) is YES, please give one advantage and one disadvantage of the 
current decentralised system, as opposed to a central campus office for collection of 
assignments. 
  
Advantage: ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 Disadvantage: …………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
d) Would you recommend any change(s) to improve the current system for assignments? 
   
  Yes    No 
 
 If yes, please describe the change(s) you would recommend, and briefly why: 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
4. Examination Arrangements (ie preparation of exam papers, scheduling and 
invigilation arrangements) 
 
a) How would you rate the effectiveness for the School/Department of the administrative procedures and 
mechanisms currently in place for examinations?  Please circle as applicable: 
 
Very good  Good  Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory    
 
b) Are you involved in the Examination Process?           
 
  Yes   No      If No, please go to Question 5 
 
c) If the answer to (b) is YES, please give one advantage and one disadvantage to the 
School/Department of the current partly centralised, partly decentralised administrative 
system for examinations, as opposed to a completely decentralised system. 
  
Advantage: ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 Disadvantage: …………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
 4 
 
d) Would you recommend any change(s) to improve the current system for examinations?  
  
  Yes    No 
 
 If yes, please describe the change(s) you would recommend, and briefly why: 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
5. Maintenance of Student Computer Records (ie Central Student Record System) 
 
a) How would you rate the effectiveness for the School or Department of the administrative 
procedures and mechanisms currently in place for maintaining student records?  Please circle as 
applicable: 
 
Very good  Good  Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory    
 
b) Do you have adequate access to all the student records you require from the central system? 
  Yes    No 
 
c) Have you found it necessary to keep local databases within the School/Department for 
student information? 
 
   Never    Sometimes   Frequently   Always 
 
d) Please give one advantage and one disadvantage to the School of the current, partly 
centralised, administrative system for maintenance of student computer records, as 
opposed to a completely decentralised system. 
  
Advantage: ……………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 Disadvantage: …………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
e) Would you recommend any change(s) to improve the current system? 
 
 Yes    No 
 
If yes, please describe the change(s) you would recommend, and briefly why: 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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6. Overview 
 
a) Have you seen any examples of good practice in student administration in other 
universities which you would recommend?  If so, please give details below:  
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
b) Are there any areas of good practice from the current administrative system which you 
would like to see copied in other universities?  If so, please give details below: 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
c) Which of the following do you consider applies to the resources allowed for student 
administration?  Please circle as applicable. 
 
 Under-resourced  Adequately resourced   Over-resourced 
 
d) In your opinion, is the student administration as efficient as it can be with the current 
resources? 
 
 Yes    No 
 
e) If there are any further comments you would like to make about any aspect of student 
administration, please use the space below. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 …………………………………………………………………………………………. 
7. Location 
a) Where are you based within the University (ie which School or Department)?   
 ……………………………………………………………………. 
b) Contact Details (Optional) 
 
 It would be helpful if you could give your name and contact number below: 
 
 Name: ………………..………………………..   Tel No: ……………………….. 
 
Thank you for your help. 
Please return your completed questionnaire to Hazel Glover, c/o Academic Registry 
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